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EDITORIAL NOTE 


We are very happy to bring out Vol. X of the Journal 
of the Department of Philosophy. Due to unavoidable 
circumstances this volume could not be published in time. 


We deeply regret this delay in publication. 


This volume contains eight scholarly articles on different 
branches of philosophy both Indian and Western. We 
express our thankfulness to all our contributors to this issue. 
We are also indebted to our esteemed referees for their 
valuable suggestions and recommendations for publication 
of the articles in this issue. We sincerely thank the 
authorities of our University for providing us with 
necessary financial assistance. Thanks also go to all staffs 
of the University Press for their cooperation and help. We 
sincerely hope that readers will find this issue interesting 


and benefit from the publication of this volume. 
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Structuralism to Post Structuralism : A Brief Sketch 
Shyamasree Bhattacharyya 


Words choose the poet..... 
The art of the writer consists in little by little 
making words interest themselves in his books. | 
(Je bátis ma demeure: Po&mes, 1943-1957) 


Reading is an interactive process of communication. The interaction 
between the writer and the reader is made possible through the text. 
It is through the text that the reader gets the meaning of the message 
by interpretation. What is a text? A text may be spoken or written, a 
prose or a verse, dialogue or monologue. Traditionally hermeneutics 
is taken to have its origin in problems of Biblical exegesis. 
Hermeneutics is the act of interpretation and gets its name from 
the Greek myth of Hermes whose job was to interpret. The field 
of hermeneutics began as the interpretation of Biblical texts but 
unlike the Jewish tradition, which emphasized numerous possible 
interpretations, the Christian tradition was concerned with finding 
a single spiritual truth entailed within a particular Biblical passage. 
The basic assumption of hermeneutics is to communicate meaning 
from the author to the reader. Rhetorical value is emphasized by 
finding meanings throughout the composition process. The writer 
is no longer confined to just conveying text interpretations to readers 
but is able to produce new interpretations while composing. The 
act of discovery the author refers to follows more closely the 
interpretation process of the human mind. When composing written 
words, ideas and meanings hardly develop along the same linear 
process, as cognitive processes tend to be more dynamic. Taking 
into account how readers will interpret or follow the author's 
thought process in the written discourse is a meaningful 
determination of how effectively the information will impact the 
readers. In the famous painting of Mona Lisa by Leonardo Da Vinci, 
we recognize how the aspects of the painting are highlighted by the 
painter. When examining the painting we are aware that we are 
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examining the work created by someone. We are aware of an 
intention behind the work, an attempt to portray something in a 
particular way. Since the painting does not come out and actively 
state a meaning, we are consciously aware of our own efforts to find 
meaning in the painting. Is she smiling, self conscious, alluring or 
aloof? A text cannot speak for itself It needs a reader as well as a 
writer. The reader’s purposes are at least as important as the author’s 
intentions. Gulliver’s travels may have been purely intended as a 
satire, but this does not stop children from enjoying it as purely 
entertainment. 

^. Tt is not an easy task to have an understanding of the text and 
there are many theories regarding interpretation. There are several 
ways to approach this problem: the meaning of the text as intended 
by the author, the meaning contained in the text itself (if it has 
an independent meaning) and the meaning created by the reader. 
In this paper I have taken interpretation and understanding to be 
synonymous i.e. to interpret is to understand. Let us examine each 
of these approaches one by one. 

If all the evidence is the text itself, then it becomes extremely 
difficult to understand the author's intention, since the author may 
not be available to specify the meaning. Austin, Grice and Searle 
supported this view. They hold that the author's intentions make 
the interpretation of the text possible. But the problem arises that 
Once the text is presented before the reader, the author's role ceases. 
The intention of the author is complicated not only by the fact that 
an author's ways of meaning and of using literary conventions are 
cultural, but also by the fact that the author's work may very well 
have taken her in directions she originally did not foresee and have 
developed meaning which she did not intend and indeed may not 
recognize. The author herself may not be clear of the meanings, 
which may emerge only through historical perspectives. Then the 
question is ‘Does the meaning exist in the text?’ Some philosophers 
would argue that the formal properties of the text, the grammar, the 
usage of the image and so forth contain and produce the meaning 
and a competent reader will inevitably come to essentially the same 
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interpretation as any other. This is the structuralist tradition where 
the emphasis is placed on the structure rather than on the reader 
or the author. 

The Swiss linguist Ferdinand De Saussure studied language 
from a formal and theoretical point of view as a system of signs, 
which could be described synchronically (as a static set of 
relationships independent of any changes that take place over time) 
rather than diachronically (as a dynamic system which changes over 
time). Saussure argued that our knowledge of the world is shaped 
and conditioned by language that serves to represent it. Saussure 
emphasized the arbitrariness of the relation between the signifier 
(sound image) and the signified (concept).! There is no natural 
connection between them. It is easy to see why a parallel can be 
drawn between Kant and Saussure as both have their origins in 
a skeptical divorce between mind and the reality it seeks to 
understand. For Kant, it was impossible for consciousness to grasp 
or know the world in the direct or unmediated form. Knowledge 
was a product of the human mind, which can interpret the world 
not in its pristine reality? But the operations of the mind were so 
deeply embedded in human understanding that they offered a new 
foundation for philosophy. Philosophy should not concern itself 
with a delusory quest for the real but precisely with those deep 
regularities or aprion truths that concern human understanding. 
According to Saussure, language does nof mirror reality but brings 
along with it a whole intricate network of established signification. ` 
According to him, the basic unit of language is a sign. Given any 
word, that word has come to signify the relevant concept and no 
one has the power to simply change it at will. In other words, it 
is arbitrary in that it actually has no natural connection with the 
signified. The sign and its relation with its referent are also 
arbitrary.* This claim is less plausible than the former because one 
would object that the concept in the mind of the speaker is formed 
either directly or indirectly by actual objects. The concept ‘apple’ 
might be thought of as some basic information and a set of beliefs 
about actual apples e.g., what they look like, how they feel and 
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taste, what they are good for, etc. Saussure’s way around this 
objection would be to say that his interest is in the structure of 
language, and not the use of language. It is vital that one should 
mention that both Wittgenstein and Saussure appeal to the game 
of chess in explaining what kind of identity a linguistic unit has. 
Wittgenstein remarks that the chess pieces do not have any 
independent role but have their function in a game. The question 
“What is a word really?” is similar to “What is a piece in chess?” 
Chess is also a favourite metaphor of Saussure. He says “If pieces 
of ivory are substituted for pieces made of wood, the change makes 
no difference to the system. But if the number of pieces is 
diminished or increased, that is a change which profoundly affects 
the ‘grammar’ of the game.”> Saussure explains that a knight in 
a chess board is not an element in the game. It is a material object 
and if separated from the chess board it has no significance to the 
player. It becomes valuable when placed on the board with other 
pieces. It can be replaced by any other piece having a different 
shape, provided it is assigned the same value as the missing piece. 
For both Saussure and Wittgenstein it is not necessary to appeal 
to something outside the game of chess to explain the significance 
and function of the chess pieces. It would fail to explain what chess 
is. In a similar fashion it would be a total failure to appeal to 
something outside language to explain the significance and function 
of the linguistic elements. Saussure makes a distinction between 
a formal structure of a language (langue) setting aside or bracketing 
the way that language is employed in actual speech (parole). He 
does not assert that the function of language is simply to name 
or denote objects in the world.’ Saussure bracketed out of his 
investigation any concern with the real material objects (referents) 
to which signs are presumably related. This bracketing of the 
referent is a move that enabled him to study the way a thing 
(language and meaning) is experienced in the mind. His method 
is similar to Husserl’s who never offered an explanation how 
language as a system gets hooked into the world of objects that 
lie outside the language. Thus, according to Saussure’s structural 
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linguistics, each sign in the system of sign which makes up a 
language gets its meaning only because of its difference from every 
other sign. The word has no meaning in itself or in the intention 
of the speaker, but only due to the fact that it differs from other 
possible signs. If the meaning of the signifier is due to its difference 
from every other, then the meaning is not inherent in the sign but 
dependent on the network of language, what the post structuralists 
refer to as the text. The text is redefined to include the contents 
and thus expanding the work. According to the structuralist theory 
a text has meaning but its meaning is determined not by the 
psychological state or intention of the speaker, but of the structure 
of the language system in which it occurs. In this way, the subject. 
ie. the author is effectively killed off and replaced by language 
itself as an autonomous system of rules. It decentralizes the human 
and hence it is often criticized as being antihumanistic. 

From pre-structuralism to structuralism to post structuralism, we 
can represent the shift [tom pre-structuralist theory of language to 
a structuralist theory of language and the implications drawn from 
it by the post-structuralists. 

A. Pre-structuralist theory assumes that there is an intimate 
connection between material objects in the world and the languages 
that we use to talk about those objects and their interrelations. 

B. Saussure puts this connection between the material object 
and the word in brackets, i.e. he sets aside in order to study the very 
structure of language. A signified, i.e. a concept or idea is properly 
understood in terms of its position relative to the differences among 
a range of other signifiers (words with different positions in the 
network [langue] and hence different meanings). 

C. Post structuralists deny these distinctions between the 
signifier and the signified. According to the post-structuralists, 
concepts are nothing more than words. Thus signifiers are words 
that refer to other words and never reach out to material objects 
and their interrelations. To indicate this shift in theory, the French 
philosopher Jacques Derrida introduces the word ‘différance’® to 
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indicate the relation between the signifier and the signified as one 
of difference and deferral. The meaning is the ever moving play 
of difference from signifier to signifier, a slipping from word to 
word in which each word retains relations to ‘traces of the words 
that differ from it. Meaning derives from the distance that extends 
between one particular sign and the system of signs in linguistic 
usage. It is this differential character of signs which must be 
reckoned with and this results from conventions existing within 
language. The meaning of the text is constantly subject to the 
whims of the future, but when that so called future is itself present, 
its meaning is equally not realized but subject to yet another future 
that can also never be present. The key to a text is never present 
for the ‘written’ always defers its meaning. Apparent meaning is 
sustained by the margins. Derrida believes that writing not only 
both ‘precedes and follows speech, it comprehends it'?. This is a 
position, which is historically difficult to defend as not all 
languages have written form. It is important for Derrida to support 
his. critique of ethnocentricism, which he sees as epitomized in 
what he interprets as the predeliction of the western world, and 
specially Saussure to privilege speech over writing. Derrida uses 
writing in a very broad sense of the term. He says, “speech seems 
to be inner sign smade manifest".!? Bhattacharyya interprets this 
as follows: Thought is claimed to be inscriptional, or writing like. 
“If inscriptions are writing like, then all we have even in our inner 
speech, is a text which can be taken in many ways. Without 
something beside texts in the brain there is nothing to be made 
of the ‘correct’ interpretation or the one that confirnied to the 
intentions of the author. (The author's intentions, after all, are just 
more writing in the brain)" Bhattacharyya explains that even if 
*writing is given this unusual meaning, still the writing in the brain 
of the hearer is due to the bearing what a speaker says. The speaker 
again speaks out what is written in his brain. Even if all thought is 
writing in the brain one cannot begin life with writing in this sense. 
Language learning in the sense of writing in the brain has to be 
caused by articulate speech. Derrida seems to be concerned only 
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with the speaker, but not with the hearer, specially the child who 
learns his first language. !! 

Saussure’s interpretation of history was somewhat different, 
although he clearly did privilege speech over writing, he considered 
historically the western world had privileged writing over speech, 
perhaps because of its permanence and the status which literature 
held in developed civilizations. It was this stance, that Derrida now 
adopts, which to Saussure’s mind was ‘ethnocentric’ since it 
necessarily focused attention on developed countries with an 
extreme tradition of writing and ignored the rest. According to 
Derrida, thinkers like Plato, Rousseau, Saussure have all denigrated 
the written word and valorized speech. Their argument is that while 
spoken words are the symbol of mental experience, written words 
are the symbols of that already existing symbol. As representations 
of speech, they are doubly derivative. It is important that the first 
strategy of deconstruction is to reverse existing oppositions. In Of 
Grommatology, Derrida attempts to illustrate that the structure of 
writing and Grammatology are most important and even older than 
the pure structure of presence-to-self that is characterised typical 
of speech. In Course in General Linguistics, Saussure tries to 
restrict the science of linguistics to the phonetic and the audible 
word only. Saussure goes further and argues, “Language and 
writing are two distinct system of science”. The second exists for 
the sole purpose of representing the first. Language for him has 
an oral tradition, that is independent of writing and it is this 
independence that makes a pure'science of speech possible. In his 
structural analysis, Derrida attempts to achieve a penetrating 
interpretation of the text as a totally independent entity. He bestows 
on the reader the role of ‘creator of meaning’, which might formally 
has been thought of as the function of the author. Meaning is 
considered to be detached from the author and his intentions instead 
depend entirely on the reader. It is thus no longer unique but 
multiple or even infinite. Deconstruction claims that meaning 
is postponed or infinitely deferred. Deconstruction contends that 
in any text, there are inevitably points of equivocation and 
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undecidability that betray any stable meaning that an author might 
seek to impose upon his or her text. After publication the text 
becomes the reader’s text, where the reader discovers the infinite 
dimensions. Since the text is fluid, it has no rigidity and there is 
always the possibility of alternative interpretations, which are 
different, and the focus is always on the reader. There are certain 
things, which are present in the margins, but not in the focus and 
this is not always an arbitrary interpretation. This is the intellectual 
pursuit to find something new, which was not found earlier. One 
can draw the following consequences from the post structuralist 
theory of language. (a) Meaning is never fully present in any ' 
signifier but is infinitely suspended. (b) Meaning is always 
contextual. (c) There is always an excess of meaning. The different 
aspects of the text are not always present to the reader. They are 
not always revealed at a single reading. Hence there is always 
something which the author or the reader did not foresee but 
subsequently it has to be discovered. This is the excess meaning. 

This notion of excess meaning has been criticized by Umberto 
Eco where he tries to focus on misinterpretation and over- 
interpretation. He begins by identifying what he calls the hermetic 
tradition in interpretation. The outcome of the hermetic tradition 
is that ‘interpretation is indefinite’ and there is never ending drift 
or sliding of meaning. Every meaning would lead to every other 
meaning and ad infinitum. The main tenets of contemporary 
hermeticism are that there are infinite interconnections of an open 
ended text. Eco argues that deconstruction exploits the notion of 
unlimited semiosis and hence licenses arbitrary interpretations. But 
Jonathan Culler tries to defend the deconstructionist approach. 
Culler argues that deconstruction acknowledges that meaning is 
context bound and not in any context limitless, but that what may 
be considered as a fruitful context cannot be specified in advance 
that context is in principle, limitless.!? 

In the Open Work, written in 1962, Eco was advocating the 
rising role of the reader. But later on Eco had the impression that 
the rights of the readers have been overemphasized. Firstly the 
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notion of unlimited interpretations does not lead to the conclusion 
that there are no criteria to check which interpretation is the correct 
one. Eco suggests that it is perhaps easy to know the intention of 
the author but it becomes difficult to define abstractly the intention 
of the text. The text’s intention is not displayed by the textual 
surface. It is possible to speak of the text’s intention only as the 
result of a conjecture on the part of the reader. A linguist system is 
a device from which and by using which infinite linguistic settings 
can be produced. It is exactly like a dictionary where the meaning 
of the term leads to another term and synonyms and we can go to 
see what these terms mean and so on ad infinitum. But a text is not 
open in the same way, because in the process of producing a text, 
one reduces the range of possible linguistic terms. For e.g. ‘John 
is eating a...’ there are certain possibilities that the following word 
will be a noun and this noun cannot be a table since a table is 
not an eatable. By reducing the possibility of producing infinite 
strings, a text also reduces the possibility of trying certain 
interpretations. It is also difficult to decide if a given interpretation 
is a good one between two different interpretations of the same text 
but it is also easy to recognize a blatantly wrong or far-fetched 
interpretation. A text is a device conceived in order to produce its 
model reader. This reader is not the one who makes the only right 
conjecture. A text can have a model reader entitled to infinite 
conjectures. Jonathan Culler introduces the notion of ‘competent’ 
reading where the ‘reading’ is supposed to display both the acumen 
required to perceive such meanings and the good sense needed to 
sort them out from other less relevant patterns. How to prove the 
conjecture about the intention of the text? The only way is to check 
it upon the text as a coherent whole. Any interpretation given of a 
certain portion of a text can be accepted if it is confirmed and 
must be rejected if it is challenged by another portion of the same 
text. In this sense, the internal textual coherence controls the 
otherwise uncontrollable drives of the reader. According to Eco 
there can be cases where one has to resort to the intention of the 
author where the author is still living. The interpreters can very 
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well question him about the many interpretations his text supported. 
The response of the author must not be used in order to validate 
the interpretations of the text, but to show the discrepancies 
between the author’s intention and the intention of the text. There 
can be a case where the author is also a textual theorist. He can 
react in two different ways when confronted with the question. 
Either he has to say that he did not mean this, but the text says 
so, and for this he is grateful to his readers who made him realize 
it or he may reject it because the interpretation would be unecono- 
mical? There Eco insists on a distinction between interpreting 
texts and using them. When somebody tries to relate the text to 
something else which lies outside the text, it is using the text. Eco's 
intention is to interpret the text by not relating it to anything outside 
it In Eco's version of the hermeneutic circle, the text seeks to 
produce a model reader, one entitled perhaps to infinite conjectures 
about the meaning of the text. The text is an object that the 
interpretation builds up in the course of the circular effort of 
validating itself on the basis of what it makes up as a result. In 
the case of overinterpretation, one does not distinguish relevant 
significant similarities from illusory ones. 

Eco's concern with overinterpretation, his insistence on 
intention as the sine qua non of interpretation comes after decades 
of attention to the tole of the reader in the process of producing 
meaning. Eco is critical of contemporary hermeneutical theories. 
He is not fundamentally hostile to the ideas of textual indeter- 
minacy and reader oriented criticism. 

In this context it will be relevant if a certain portion of Eco's 
book Foucault's Pendulum is described. In Foucault's Pendulum, 
there is the character Casaubon. On the night of 23rd to 24th June 
1984, after attending an occultist ceremony in a place called X, 
Casaubon walks as if possessed, along the entire length of a road Y. 
He crosses a junction and arrives at a place B and then at a certain 
church. In order to write this chapter Eco travelled along these 
streets for several nights carrying a tape recorder and getting the 
impressions needed for the narration. It helped him to get inside 
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the characters and be familiar with what is happening. After he 
published the novel, he received a letter from a man who had gone 
to the national library and went through the newspaper of the night 
of 24.6.84. There was a fire that night and the newspapers had 
mentioned it, but it intrigued him how Casaboun missed it. 
According to Eco, there are certain rules of the game and the 
model reader is someone willing to play such a game. In this case 
the reader forgot the rule of the game and superimposed his own 
expectations as an empirical reader on the expectations that the 
author wanted from the model reader. Between the intention of the 
reader and the intention of the author, the intention of the empirical 
author becomes irrelevant. The text has to be respected and not 
the author as a person. Frequently authors say something of which 
they were not aware and discover to have said that only after the 
reactions of the reader. The intention of the text is basically to 
produce a model reader able to make conjectures about it, the 
initiative of the model reader consists in figuring out a model 
author that is not the empirical one and that in the end, coincides 
with the intention of the text. The text is an object that the 
interpretation builds up in the course of the circular effort of 
validating itself on the basis of what it makes up as its result. In 
this way Eco has defined the age old ‘hermeneutic circle’. 
Eco has been criticized by Richard Rorty regarding the internal 
coherence of the text. The idea that the text could really be about 
something, that it might tell us something deep, is like Aristotlean 
idea that there is a substance really intrinsically, as opposed to what 
it apparently or accidentally is. Rorty dismisses the distinction 
between interpreting texts and using them. Interpretation according 
to Rorty is always relational and he rejects the non-relational idea. 
Interpretation is connected with the needs. Still Rorty offers one 
of his own distinction, i.e. using a text for your own purposes, and 
using it to change what you want. The former introduces methodical 
readings of the text, the latter inspired reading. Rorty also realizes 
in The Pragmatist’s Progress which is a semi-autobiographical 
narrative that all great dualisms of western philosophy can be 
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dispensed with not synthesized or overcome, just forgotten. Eco 
supported the view that text has a nature of its own, which has 
to be discovered or captured. This notion comes from the age old 
tradition where the world has a definite structure. Rorty has given 
an analogy—word processing programme in the computer is not 
meant for income tax tabulation. Its intrinsic mechanism does not 
permit. Eco will not support this view. According to Eco, the 
original purpose cannot be changed to suit a different purpose. But 
Rorty’s contention is that you can suit it to your own purpose i.e. 
for income tax tabulation. But one can surely say that a text 
independent of interpretation is meaningless. It is like a lump of 
clay which is given shape by the potter’s wheel. The text gets its 
meaning through interpretation and this is the hermeneutic circle. 
Rorty as a pragmatist argues that there is no distinction between 
finding an object and making it. He says that he supports Eco’s 
age old hermeneutic circle. But he questions the possibility of 
preserving the metaphor of a text’s internal coherence. He thinks 
that the text has whatever coherence it happened to acquire during 
the last roll of the hermeneutic wheel, just as a lump of clay has 
whatever coherence it happened to pick up at the last turn of the 
potter's wheel.!> 

The discussion clearly brings about the different dimensions of 
interpreting a text. There is a significant change in interpreting the 
text. The focus shifts from the author to the text and gradually to the 
reader. There are certain advantages if the interpretation depends 
on the reader. First and foremost the role of the author is 
diminished, he may not be present at the time of interpretation. 
Secondly a competent reader may discover new dimensions of the 
text which the author did not foresee. Consequently the text gets 
enriched by the different aspects which are brought into focus 
which were initially sidelined. But if the reader is given a free hand 
in interpreting the text, there is a possibility of misinterpretation. 
But this cannot lead us to say that the text has one independent 
meaning where only one interpretation is possible. Then the whole 
question of interpreting the text becomes futile. There should be 
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scope of various interpretations and these interpretations can be 
put to check if there is a constraint in the text so that no question 
of overinterpretation arises and this can be made possible by 
bringing in the notion of competent reader. 
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Whitehead’s Metaphysics and His Regionalism 
Concerning Natural Laws 


Nandita Sinha 


1 Foreword 

Laws of science are considered to have a universal scope. Contrary 
to this view, Whitehead suggests that a scientific or natural law is 
a restricted generalization even though every instance coming under 
it is not enumerated individually. According to Whitehead, a thing 
of a particular kind may follow different behaviour-patterns and the 
same thing may possess different properties at different times and 
places, although the other prevailing conditions remain the same. 
This view, in philosophy of science, is called regionalism. 
Incidentally, Armstrong refers to two different interpretations of 
regionalism: (1) Regionalism may be interpreted to mean that there 
are different laws obtaining at different cosmic epochs. Though 
none of these laws are reducible to any other, all of them may be 
subsumed under a higher second-order law, when ‘this second-order 
law determines that, for any time t, if the laws at time t are L, then, 
given a time g(t) which is a certain function of t, the laws at g(t) 
will be a certain function, f, of L’;! or, (2) Regionalism may be 
interpreted to assert that there are different laws in different cosmic 
epochs and that there are no higher-order laws to subsume the laws 
of different cosmic epochs. The law of each epoch is different from 
that of another epoch. The second version, according to Beauchamp, 
matches perfectly with a ‘process and time-oriented philosophy 
such as Whitehead’s...’.2 Whitehead, with his introduction of 
novelty in different natural epochs, has rejected the idea of a single 
law of uniformity of nature running through different cosmic 
epochs. Laws, according to Whitehead, are mere contingencies 
holding in one epoch but failing in some other. An understanding 
of Whitehead’s metaphysics seems essential to properly understand 
his theory of laws. 
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2. The Metaphysical Background of Whitehead’s Theory of Laws 


Whitehead’s metaphysical view, which is described as process 
philosophy, first appeared in his The Concept of Nature (1920) and 
it was expanded in his Science and the Modern World (1925), 
Process and Reality (1929), and Adventures of Ideas (1933). 
Whitehead created a comprehensive metaphysical system, which is 
sometimes called by him speculative philosophy. He defines it as 
‘the endeavor to frame a coherent, logical, necessary system of 
general ideas in terms of which every element of our experience 
can be interpreted’. By the notion of interpretation he means that 
‘everything of which we are conscious, ..., shall have the character 
of a particular instance of the general scheme.? 

Whitehead’s process philosophy has developed, in part at least, 
as his reaction to the rapid change in landscape in contemporary 
physics witnessing a challenge to Newtonian theory by Einstein’s 
theory of relativity and also by the quantum theory. He finds that 
science is concerned with the ‘description and measurement’ of 
real objects and that the objects are ‘abstracted forcibly from the 
totality of things’ for this purpose. Science accordingly does not 
represent reality in its true form—‘it is more like a blueprint. On 
the other hand, ‘...the task of seeing wholes can belong only to 
philosophy'.* Whitehead speculates that reality, rather than being 
independent of experience, may itself bend to experience. 

Whitehead rejects the Newtonian idea of nature as absolute, and 
‘attacks the time-honoured dichotomies of sense-experience and 
thought...” He rejects the ‘bifurcation of nature’ into perceived 
qualities known through sense-experience and the theoretical 
entities of scientific theories constructed out of the sense-data. His 
philosophy of science seeks to analyse the ontological status of 
scientific and mathematical concepts in terms of their derivation 
from the elements and relations of nature as disclosed in sense- 
experience’. 

In his Science and the Modern World and also in his Process 
and Reality, Whitehead adopts a point of view called by him the 
‘organic point of view’. He recommends for every science ‘a new 
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aspect which is neither purely physical nor purely biological’. 
He finds that the words of our common language often cannot 
express his unique ideas. He has gone on to enrich language by 
developing some special coinages which stretch the applicability 
of language to his novel ideas. An understanding of his coinages 
is difficult even to a trained philosopher. Next some concepts 
important in Whitehead’s philosophy are explained. 


2.1 Whitehead’s Notion of Actual Entities 


Whitehead rejects the dualism between the mind and matter and 
the long tradition of philosophy to classify things of the real world 
into substance and attributes. The world, according to Whitehead. 
is made of infinite number of actual entities. Such entities are not 
anything permanent; they are representatives of momentary 
experience. The actual entities, for Whitehead, are all in a process. 
They arise and pass away. Following A. N. Johnson,’ the following 
features of a Whiteheadian subject or actual entity may be 
identified: (a) The actual entity is a component unit; (b) The 
content of the experience of the actual entity is mainly, though not 
entirely, affective; (c) The actual entity has its environment acting 
on its nature (d) The actual entity becomes what it is as a result 
of its subjective reactions to the data provided by its environment, 
(e) The actual entity is autonomous—it selects data from its 
environment in accordance with a conceived ideal. 


2.2 Whitehead’s Theory of Prehension . 

The process by which an actual entity reacts to its environment 
is called ‘prehension’, and there are different types of prehension. A 
prehension is conceptual if the actual entity prehends a general idea 
or ideal. Such prehensions constitute the mental pole of an actual 
entity. If the actual entity reacts to another concrete actual entity, 
then the prehension, according to Whitehead, is physical. Physical 
prehensions constitute the physical pole of an actual entity. Thus an 
actual entity is analyzable into component prehensions, conceptual 
and physical. 

In every prehension there are three factors involved: (i) the 
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subject, i.e. the actual entity in which a prehension takes place; 
(ii) the datum, i.e. the content or material of prehension; and (iii) 
the subjective form or attitude taken by the actual entity toward 
the prehended datum. Sometimes Whitehead also uses the term 
‘subjective form’ to mean the entire inner life of an actual entity. 
Through the data prehended, an actual entity gives rise to another 
actual entity and the process of emergence of a new actual entity 
through grasping of data into its life is called by Whitehead 
concrescence. 

Prehensions, again, can be positive or negative. When the data 
of prehension are included in the internal constitution of the new 
actual entity, the prehension is positive. In this type of prehension, 
the process of concrescence absorbs the data of prehension into 
the inner life of the new entity so much so that the data no longer 
remain external facts to which the entity reacts but become part 
of its private life. Positive prehension is sometimes described by 
Whitehead as feeling. A negative prehension is one in which certain 
data are recognized as available, yet they are rejected as unsuitable. 
Negative prehension involves elimination where the data are 
inactive and do not culminate in any feeling. Even though the data 
are rejected in a negative prehension, this kind of prehension has 
a significant contribution in the making of the inner life of a newly 
arising actual entity. 


‘ 


2.3 Whitehead’s Notion of Eternal Object 


The process of development of an actual entity is guided by an 
ideal or abstract pattern, called by Whitehead an ‘eternal object’, 
i.e. ‘any entity whose conceptual recognition does not involve a 
necessary reference to any definite actual entity of the temporal 
world...’.8 An eternal entity is often described in philosophy as a 
universal. An eternal entity, according to Whitehead, may be simple 
or complex. Whiteness, hardness, army etc. are simple eternal 
entities. A definite finite relationship involving a particular group” 
of eternal objects is a complex eternal object, WAI: in philosophy, 
is often described as abstract essence. 
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Each eternal object is unique and different from all other eternal 
objects. They all possess an individual essence. They also possess 
a relational essence. The eternal objects are involved in a general 
system of mutual relation. The relation of one eternal object to 
others is internal, while the relation that an eternal object possesses 
to an actual entity is said to be external. Though an eternal object is 
not necessarily related to any actual concrete entity, it is not totally 
isolated from the world of actuality, firstly because of its presence 
in God’s primordial nature and secondly, there is a continuous 
striving toward its realization in some actual entities. The eternal 
entities are infinite and fixed in number; they cannot be created or 
destroyed. For Whitehead, actual entities and eternal objects are the 
only fundamental types of entities, while all other types of entities 
stand for the type of relation between these two fundamental types. 


2. 4 Whitehead’s Rejection of Subject-Object Dualism 


While explaining the relation between a prehending and a 
prehended entity Whitehead rejects the watertight distinction 
between the subject and object. In physical prehension of an actual 
entity B by another actual entity A, the data for prehension into A 
are available only after the internal essence of B has ‘evaporated, 
worn out and satisfied’. The relationship between the two entities, 
is, to put in the words of Whitehead, ‘appropriation of the dead by 
the living’. Thus the actual entities ‘perpetually perish’ subjectively 
to become immortal objectively. In other words, the subject 
confronts the object and appreciates certain aspect of the object into 
its internal constitution. The relation between the subject and object 
involves two factors: i) the causal potency of the past impressing 
itself into the prehending entity’s phenomenological field, and ii) 
the way in which the subject decides to ingress the object. The 
process of prehension, in this way, leads to transform the objectively 
given into subjective immediacy and process of concrescence. Thus 
the process of becoming proceeds from objectivity to subjectivity. 
The subject becomes what it is by arising from the object and it 
perishes to become a datum, available for future prehension. To 
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quote Whitehead: ‘Actuality in perishing acquires objectivity, while 
it loses subjective immediacy’.? The subject, so to say, never exists 
independent of its previous objective environment. An actual entity 
is at once the subject of experience and the superject of its 
experiences. The superject is the objective aspect of the subjective 
form. It is, for Whitehead, the data of objects that conditions the 
process of concrescence 'exercising its function of objective 
immortality’.!° The superject has a transcendent function as an 
object. It is itself the projection of the subject that aims at 
satisfaction. It is essentially the subjectified object in the process 
of becoming objectively immortal. 


2. 5 Further Elaboration of Whitehead's Metaphysics 


A primary organism. according to Whitehead. is ‘identified as the 
emergence of some particular pattern grasped in the unity of a real 
event', and “each event involves the pattern of aspects of other 
events which it grasps into its own unity (its own prehension)’.!! 

However, the process of physical prehension does not mean the 
total transfer of data from the old to the new entity. The transfer 
of data or content from entity B to entity A entails some elimination 
and loss because, when A arises, B is already dead and its contents 
are not available in immediacy. Besides certain data are eliminated 
according to the free will of the emergent actual entity A and the 
data prehended are arranged in the new subjective experience of A. 

The actual entities of nature are not independent bits of 
existence; they are interrelated societies. A group of actual 
entities forms a society *when they all manifest a common eternal 
object..'.? A society, which arises from the immanence of one 
actual entity in others by prehension, is different from a nexus in 
which the entities are related with each other in the most general 
sense. 

Obviously then Whitehead's process metaphysics is not opposed 
to permanence. The actual entities are transitory, but the societies 
‘endure, at least for a time'.^ Societies have antecedents and 
consequents. When there is a continuous succession of actual 
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entities, there isa common element present in the series because 
the preceding entity is objectified in the immediately succeeding 
actual entity. This series of actual entities is called by Whitehead 
a personal society. A complex society, involving various series of 
personal societies, is called by Whitehead a corpuscular society. 
And the universe is made up of societies of societies of societies. 
The actual entities in the world exist in mutual cooperation in the 
sense that all past actual entities are the available data for the use 
of all present actual entities and all present actual entities furnish 
data for the use of all future actual entities. 

Whitehead has jettisoned the idea of a simple location dominant 
in classical physics where matter is believed to exist in one 
particular point in the universe at a certain time without any 
relation to other forms of matter existing in different places and 
times. A particle of matter, for Whitehead, has no existence in 
isolation; ‘it is essentially related to every other item of nature by 
the spatio-temporality of nature, and ... has no meaning apart from 
this spatio-temporality’.!5 Events stand in a general relation to each 
other. This general relation is called by him ‘extension’, which ‘is a 
part and whole relation and is hence transitive’.!© Extension gives 
continuity to events. Every event extends over others. The relation 
of extension makes the events actual matters of facts by means of 
properties which arise in spatial relations. Further, events are 
involved in the process of ‘becoming of nature’ by means of the 
properties issuing in temporal relations. Nature is thus viewed by 
Whitehead as ‘an interrelated structure of events’. Each event here 
possesses volume and duration and stands in the ‘part and whole 
relation of extension which is more general than the specific 
notions of space and time’, 

Whitehead rejects also the Newtonian concept of space and 
time. Things are generally believed to exist in space and time when 
the latter are said to be independent of things. For Whitehead, there 
can be no space and time apart from the actual entities. The actual 
entities are spatial and temporal, but space and time do not house 
the actual entities—they are internal relations. The nature of the 
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actual object is determined by its spatio-temporal relations. In a 
different spatio-temporal relation, there is a different actual entity. 

Another uniqueness of Whitehead’s theory lies in his conception 
of time as a continuous process, a succession of different quanta 
of times. It does not flow; rather it moves by taking jumps. The 
universe is a series of successive cosmic epochs. In each cosmic 
epoch, a set of laws emanates, or rises to predominance. The set 
has a stage of endurance, and it gradually fades away as the society 
undergoes change. 

Whitehead maintains a holistic attitude in understanding and 
interpreting the world. The entities of the universe possess an 
internal relation amongst them, and the changes in the entities bring 
about certain changes in their interrelations. Whitehead observes: 

..ün individual entity, whose own life-history is a part within 
the life-history of some larger, deeper, more complete pattern, 
is liable to have aspects of that larger pattern dominating its 
own being, and to experience modifications of that larger pattern 
reflected in itself as modifications of its own being. This is the 
theory of organic mechanism. 
According to this theory, the evolution of laws of nature is 
concurrent with the evolution of enduring pattern. For the 
general state of the universe, as it now is, partly determines the 
very essences of the entities whose modes of functioning these 
laws express. The general principle is that in a new environment 
there is an evolution of the old entities into new forms.!® 

Beauchamp offers a schema as a ‘simplification and 
reconstruction of Whitehead’s view that it is logically possible, and 
not known to be empirically impossible, that relevantly similar and 
fully described causal items may produce dissimilar effects in 
different cosmic epochs’!9. The schema is stated below: 

1. ‘All ag things are b & -p’ is true in Cosmic Epoch 1. 

2. ‘All ag things are b & p’ is true in Cosmic Epoch 2. 

3. ‘All ag things are p & -b’ is true in Cosmic Epoch 3. 
For Beauchamp, 1, 2, and 3, as they are stated above, cannot be 
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true omnitemporally, since each falsifies the others. Nevertheless, 
there is no logical reason prohibiting their joint possibility; for such 
a reason would make the law of uniformity of nature logically 
necessary. It would also beg the question by denying the plausibility 
of the doctrine that different laws evolve in different cosmic 
epochs. 

3 Whitehead’s Theory of Natural Laws 

By now it is clear that upon the Whiteheadian metaphysics some 
causal or natural laws arise in a definite society prevailing in a 
particular cosmic epoch. The society undergoes a change with the 
change in interrelations among actual entities. And in a different 
society there is a different set of laws. The laws of nature are 
understood not as laws running across different cosmic epochs. 
Recurrences or uniformities are to be expected within a single 
cosmic epoch. 

Whitehead, at the same time, recognizes the importance of the 
concept of natural laws. He admits that an accurate expression of 
the notion of law which ‘has entered into the explicit consciousness 
of various epochs under every variety of specialization, arising 
from its coalescence with other components in the popular 
cosmology’? is an extremely difficult matter. He says: 

„Let us grant that we cannot hope to be able to discern the 

laws of nature to be necessary. But we can hope to see that it 

is necessary that there should be an order in nature. The concept 
of order of nature is bound up with the concept of nature as 
the locus of organisms in process of development.”! 
That the laws are required for our understanding of the world is 
also insisted on by Whitehead in a different work: 
The relations of sense-objects to their situations are complex in 
the extreme, requiring reference to percipient events and 
transmitting events. Apart from some discovery of laws of nature 
regulating the associations of sense-objects, it is impossible by 
unintelligent unsorted perception to form any concept of the 
character of an event from the sense-objects which might be 
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situated there for percipients suffering from any normal or 

abnormal perceptions. 

A paragraph from his Adventure of Ideas expresses the same 

view: 

The notion of law, that is to say, of some measure of regularity 

or of persistence or of recurrence, is an essential element in the 

urge towards technology, methodology, scholarship and 
speculation. Apart from a certain smoothness in the nature of 
things, there can be no knowledge, no useful method, no 

intelligent purpose. Lacking an element of Law, there remains a 

mere welter of details, with no foothold for comparison with any 

other such welter, in the past, in the future, or circumambient 
in the present.?? 

Whitehead accepts the doctrine of immanence of laws. 
According to this view, the order of nature expresses the character 
of real things of the natural world. To know the essential character 
of these things is also to know the relations obtaining amongst 
them. If there are certain common elements found in the essences 
of these real things, then that accounts for the identities found in 
their mutual relations. Whitehead writes: “some partial identity of 
pattern in the various characters of natural things issues in some 
partial identity of pattern in the mutual relations of those things. 
These identities of pattern in the mutual relations are the Laws of 
Nature'24. This view presupposes the essential interdependence of 
things. This doctrine is recognized by Whitehead as a rationalistic 
doctrine leaving an open possibility for understanding nature. 

Whitehead also points out the following features of this theory: 

1. Sciences provide us with explanations and not mere 

descriptions of observed facts. 

2. In science, exact conformation to the laws is never expected. 

If all the things of the world had exactly the same essence 

everywhere, then the laws of nature would have to be considered 

to be strictly universal. In actuality, though the majority of the 
things of a particular kind are found to have the same character, 
the character is, nevertheless, absent in a few. In these cases, 
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‘the mutual relations of these things will exhibit lapses when the 
law fails to obtain illustration’. Understood in this sense, the 
laws of nature may be understood to have a statistical character. 
3. Again, the laws are not viewed as permanent or fixed. The 
laws of nature evolve concurrently with the changes of natural 
things which constitute the environment. There could be no 
eternal law. 
4. The theory recommends a ‘limited trust’ in the processes of 
induction. If the world is conceived as an environment in which 
we do only partly know the nature of a large number of objects, 
then we may claim to have some knowledge of the laws of nature 
governing the environment. Without the doctrine of immanent 
law and the supposed theory of the nature of the world, ‘we 
should then acknowledge blank ignorance, and not make 
pretences about probability'.26 
5. The doctrine of immanent law becomes untenable without 
a plausible metaphysical doctrine, according to which the 
characters of the relevant natural objects are the outcome of their 
interconnections and 'their interconnections are the outcome of 
their characters'.27 In other words, the doctrine is based on the 
doctrine of Internal Relations. 
Whitehead, in his Adventure of Ideas, discusses three other 
theories of natural laws. They are considered below along with 
Whitehead's criticisms of them. 


3.1 Whitehead's examination of the doctrine of imposition 


Understandably this doctrine of imposition is based upon the 
doctrine of external relations between things in the natural world. 
Each of the existent beings may be understood in isolation from 
others. These ultimate beings are conceived to exist with 'private 
qualification’, and they share no characteristic in common. 
Nevertheless, there is a necessity imposed on these entities for 
which they enter into relationships with one another. And 'these 
imposed behavior patterns are the laws of nature'.2? These laws 
are not to be discovered by inspection of the nature of the ultimate 
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existents of the world, nor can the nature of the things be inferred 
from the laws. 

Deism lies at the root of this theory. Imposition implies an 
imposer, and the imposer, according to some such thinkers as 
Newton, is the transcendent imposer, i.e. God. Further, if the laws 
of nature are imposed by God, then they are to be exactly obeyed by 
all the entities of nature without exception. This is how the doctrine 
successfully explains the universality of laws and endorses a belief 
in the efficacy of laws in spheres lying beyond the range of 
meticulous observation. However, this theory is unacceptable to 
Whitehead. First, it is not compatible with his metaphysics of 
internal relation. Secondly, the things in nature are not exactly 
identical in their minute details. Nature is full of surprises, and 
there is no fixed law obtaining at all spaces and times. Whitehead 
remarks: ‘the physicists in their recent researches have disclosed a 
novel illustration of capriciousness'2. 


3.2 Whitehead’s examination of the positivist theory 

Whitehead mentions another theory, described by him as the 
positivist theory. Upon this theory, the laws of nature are ‘observed 
persistence of pattern in the observed succession of natural things... 
Thus a law says something about the things observed and nothing 
more'?), No doubt, the theory puts the right emphasis upon a 
fundamental truth of scientific methodology. A great scientist like 
Newton insists that he is neither ‘speculating’ nor ‘explaining’, he is 
rather ‘enunciating a formula which expresses observed correlations 
of observed facts'?!, Positivism has greatly influenced the Humean 
sort of atomism. The laws are believed to be the ‘formulation of 
observed entities’?2. Since Hume deals with subjective experience, 
he maintains that we have only a psychological expectation that the 
regularities or recurrences observed in the past would also recur in 
the future. Whitehead observes that Hume has no answer to the 
question whether there would be actual recurrences in the future, 
and, if so, why they occur at all. He has developed no metaphysics 
to support this expectation; he only tells that human life cannot be 
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carried out without the “metaphysical persuasion that the past does 
in fact condition the future'??. Now, Whitehead observes that nature 
is full of surprises; it does not always satisfy our anticipations. 
Again, science is not satisfied with a general description of facts. 
It provides an ‘explanatory description’ that justifies the extension 
of laws beyond the observed actual instances. The positivists cannot 
appeal to statistics to justify an inductive leap from the observed to 
the unobserved. Whitehead’s remarks in this context are noteworthy. 
He says: 
.. Statistics tell you nothing about the future unless you make 
the assumption of the permanence of statistical form ... There 
is no valid inference from mere possibility to matter of fact, 
or, in other words, from mere mathematics to concrete nature.?^ 
Whitehead further points out that the theory is unable to explain 
the existence of alternative theories on the same subject. Moreover, 
if laws are only descriptions of what has been observed, *we can 
describe what has happened, but with that description all possibility 
of knowledge ends'?, The main problem of this view is the 
restriction imposed by the theory upon our scope of knowledge. 
Upon this, we may know only the facts of observation which are 
‘rough, inaccurate and sporadic’ and ‘we must not ascribe, we must 
not expect. one step beyond our direct knowledge’ The theory 
is unable to justify the strong urge of the scientists to go beyond 
the mere descriptions of facts and offer an explanation of the 
observed facts with some speculations about the future. The bridge 
that has been built at present between science and metaphysics with 
the doctrines of metaphysics modified to provide an explanation 
of actual events points towards the inadequacy of positivism. 


3.3 Whitehead's examination of the doctrine of conventional 
interpretation 

Whitehead mentions another doctrine which explains laws as 

conventions. To put it in the words of Whitehead: it ‘certainly 

expresses the procedure by which free speculation passes into an 

interpretation of Nature. ... But Nature has subsequently been 
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interpreted in terms of ... mathematical laws. The conclusion seems 
to be, that Nature is patient of interpretations which happen to 
interest us'?7, 

Whitehead, however, thinks it erroneous to interpret natural laws " 
in terms of mathematics and treat the laws as arbitrary conventions. 
Undoubtedly, convention plays an important role in the discovery or 
formulation of a natural law. The statements of laws are developed 
by human beings of a particular age. And the formulations of 
laws, to some extent, are dependent on abstract sciences which the 
scientists have chosen to develop. Nevertheless, the scientific 
‘convention should not be twisted to mean that any fact of nature 
can be interpreted as illustrating any laws that we like to assign’. 


4. The Attractiveness of Regionalism 


Beauchamp observes that Whitehead’s view is indeed quite 
acceptable to all, unless one treats it as a ‘conceptual truth’ that 
the laws of nature express unrestricted uniformity without any 
exception. To Beauchamp, the theory of Whitehead's opponents 
does not possess an intuitive certainty. At least, Whitehead's view 
coaxes us to examine it critically. Whitehead believes that the laws 
neither express any omnitemporal and omnispatial truth, nor have 
any universal reference. As Beauchamp puts it: 

.. the most one can say about laws is that (A) no known data 

indicate that the examined instances of contemporary laws 

constitute the complete class of instances, and that (B) we have 
reasonable grounds for holding laws to be unrestrictedly 
universal within a certain spatiotemporal scope (whereas we can, 
by experimentation, know that accidental universals are close or 
subject to exceptions). The evidence for the knowledge claim in 

(A) coincides with the reasonable grounds of (B).?? 

J.P. Day points out that 'the question whether there are truly 
universal laws, is by no means so easy to settle ... .49 Regionalism is 
certainly a convincing doctrine in social sciences. In the study of 
human nature and economics, certain laws are accepted as true only 
within a certain age and domain. We all know that the laws 
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determining the economy of a developing country are different 
from the economic laws of a developed country*!. Day thinks that 
universalises are mistaken in taking scientific law-statements 
literally. As said earlier, though the law-statements are expressed 
in the timeless present, there is always some tacit qualification 
restricting the ‘scope’ of such generalizations. One wonders 
whether there exists at all an empirical law or a true universal 
proposition which is unconditionally true. 

Again, since laws are established by inductive generalizations 
upon instances of a certain spatio-temporal zone, there is hardly any 
guarantee that the general propositions, so obtained, would be true 
at all places for all times. Certainly, it would be more rational to 
suggest that a law holds only under certain conditions ideal for 
the efficacy of the law. This ideal condition need not always be 
a single phenomenon; rather it may be a set of several conditions. 
Surely, our knowledge being limited, we are never absolutely 
certain of these special conditions to be able to incorporate them 
into our statements of laws. The law about the boiling point of 
water, or the law concerning the melting point of a metal, say gold, 
is true against a definite background. A change in the background 
often baffles the predictions based on the laws. 

Whitehead’s view is surely a reasonable one, if, in maintaining a 
regionalist attitude, he intends to endorse the importance of the 
conditions under which the law holds. Understood in this sense, the 
scientific laws may be viewed as ‘conjectures about uniformities 
in limited regions of space-time'*? 

Toulmin, in his discussion of the nature of natural laws, examines 
Whitehead’s theory. He holds that there is definitely a merit in 
Whitehead’s contention. For ‘a few hundred years’ experiments on 
this Earth could hardly justify us in advancing generalizations of 
a completely unrestricted kind^?. A statement of a law of nature, 
in practice, is regarded as true within a certain region of space and 
time, and its trustworthiness is adjudged in reference to the size of 
this region. In fact, the strength of the truth of a law-statement is 
the greater 









is the scope of the law-statement the lower is the probability of the 
generalization. The validity of a law-statement and the magnitude 
of its field vary inversely. 


5. An Examination of Whitehead’s Regionalism 


As has been said earlier, if regionalism is interpreted to mean the 
doctrine that a statement of a law of nature is true only in a set 
of ideal conditions and that the truth-value of such a statement gets 
affected when the basic conditions vary, then certainly the theory 
has an appeal. Both Whitehead and Kneale refer to a common fact. 
It is a common fact that the scientists observe great caution and 
special care while applying the laws to remote cases. This caution 
has been construed by Whitehead to prove his regionalism. For 
Kneale, on the other hand, the general practice adopted by the 
scientists of applying laws to remote cases stands rather as evidence 
of the universality of laws. He observes: 

... Indeed, the considerations which make the scientist cautious 

in such a case cannot be stated without an assumption that 

precisely formulated laws of nature have unrestricted 
universality^^. 

A scientific law is established after observation of some 
instances at a particular time and space. It is quite legitimate to 
doubt whether or not the recurrent feature of the observed instances 
is present in all unobserved cases as well. There is every possibility 
that the feature noticed uniformly in the observed cases is not 
invariably present in every sample of the class. Kneale writes: 

... If we have found all a things in our experience to be f we 

may assert that all a things without restriction are fj and yet 

presently feel some hesitation in using this proposition as a 

premiss for inferences about remote instances of a-ness because 

we reflect that all the instances we have observed may be subject 
to some local or temporary condition (e.g. of temperature or 
atmospheric pressure) not mentioned in our statement of the 
supposed law ^. 

However, the recognition of local conditions does not compel us 
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to embrace regionalism. One may still support universalism by 
taking law-statements as elliptical statements. They may be 
formulated in full by incorporating a reference to the ideal 
conditions. Such conditions are not generally mentioned in a 
statement of law because they are either obvious or overlooked. If 
they are overlooked, every care is taken by the scientists of the next 
genre to consider them and state them specifically in the 
formulation of the law-statement. In this manner, the law- 
statements become refined or reformulated in course of time. Thus, 
instead of saying ‘All a things are fj; we should rather say: ‘All 
a things, in the presence of the condition y, are f", ie. ‘All ay 
things are f". However, once this is accepted as a law, every time 
everywhere there is an a in y, it is bound to be coupled with f. 
Thus the universality claim may be still retained. It is found that 
Kneale and Whitehead have alternative explanations of a common 
scientific practice. 

Kneale's position may be elaborated further. He seems to hold 
that when, in the history of science, an earlier law, e.g. 'All a things 
are f" is refined to ‘All ay things are f", the refinement is not to be 
understood as the rejection of the earlier law. Nor is the introduction 
of the qualification of ‘y’construed to impose a restriction on the 
law ‘All a things are f°. In fact B-ness is considered a regular 
feature of a which normally has the qualification of ‘y’. The law 
‘All ay things are f' is an improved version of the earlier law, “All 
a things are B". And if the refined version of the law-statement is 
not a rejection of the earlier law, then the universality claim, 
implicit in the law, is also not given up. 

Kneale seems to hold further that it is the feature of universality, 
which distinguishes a local generalization from a law. A law is true 
and is a universal statement. Thus the statement 'All crows are 
black' is not a law, since it is not true. The crows of the snowy 
region and the crows of Australia are white. But if we add a 
qualification to the above statement and say instead that “All crows 
of Calcutta are black'——even though it is true. will it be considered 
to be a law? No one, perhaps, is ready to ascribe the title of ‘law’ 
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to such generalizations that are true within a limited region. Laws 
are more than mere statements of facts. They provide rational 
justification for future prediction. And such predictions are possible 
because the laws are regarded as universally true. 

Gary Gutting’s interpretation of Whitehead also demands our 
attention. Gutting observes that Whitehead introduces his theory 
of internal relations to solve the riddle of induction. Gutting quotes 
the following passage from Whitehead’s Process and Reality: 

Another way of stating this explanation of the validity of 

induction is, that in every forecast there is a presupposition of 

a certain type of actual entities, and that the question then asked 

is, under what circumstances will these entities find themselves? 

The reason that an answer can be given is that the presupposed 

type of entities requires a presupposed type of data for the 

primary phases of these actual entities; and that a presupposed 
type of data requires a presupposed type of social environment. 

Hence when we have presupposed a type of actual occasions, 

we have already some information as to the laws of nature in 

operation throughout the environment*®. 
Gutting clarifies Whitehead's position thus: l 

What any given actual entity is depends, to a large extent, on 

what the actual entities in its past were .... Since on this view an 

actual entity is, to a great extent, itself a projection of the past, it 
would seem that we are justified in projecting its future behavior 
on the basis of the known behavior of past actual entities”. 

In his paper entitled ‘Metaphysics and Induction’, Gutting argues 
that the problem of induction is an epistemological problem which 
cannot be solved by any metaphysical theory. To infer that the 
future would be like the past, e.g. that in future bread will nourish 
as it did in the past, one has to be convinced that the future example 
is a regular piece of bread, like B,, and B,, sharing the common 
essential property of producing nourishment (N). But how can we 
be sure that the future and the past instances do not differ in any 
important respect? Gutting apprehends that there may be objects 
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like y, that is, a loaf of bread ‘laced with arsenic’ or ‘a clever 
synthetic product which simulates all external properties of bread 
but has no nutritional value’48, We must be sure that what we 
take as bread in our inference is really a piece of bread and not 
the kind of an object like ‘y’. The problem of the scientist is not 
whether there is uniformity in nature; ‘... the problem is rather, 
which of these laws apply to Y' 49. Gutting finds that the doctrine 
of internal relations is neither necessary nor sufficient to solve the 
problem of induction. Further, internal relations between entities, 
even if they exist, must be known by some non-inductive method. 
They cannot furnish the ground of validity for inductive reasoning 
without being circular. To infer that the future bread would be like 
the past bread in producing nourishment is already to know the ` 
law of nature that bread nourishes. As Gutting says: 
... according to the Whiteheadian doctrine of internal relations, 
to be a loaf of bread means to have incorporated a certain kind 
of structure from things in one’s past. ... But this, in turn, means 
that to be a loaf of bread is to be a part of a certain kind of 
environment—i.e., to have certain types of entities in one’s 
immediate past. Consequently, as soon as we talk about æa loaf 
of bread’, we are necessarily talking about a certain kind of 
physical environment. But part of being ‘a certain kind of 
physical environment’ is being governed by certain kinds of 
physical laws (...). As a result, when we talk about today’s loaf 
of bread, we are necessarily discussing something that obeys 
the same laws of nature as did yesterday’s loaf of bread. Since 
nutrition follows the eating of bread in virtue of laws of nature, 
we can justifiably conclude that today’s bread, like yesterday’s, 
will produce nutrition”. 
Gutting refers to two special assumptions Whitehead had to make to 
justify inductive inference. They are about the relation of actual 
entities or occasions to their environments: 
Each actual occasion objectifies the other actual occasions in 
its environment. This environment can be limited to the relevant 
portion of the cosmic epoch. It is a finite region of the extensive 
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continuum, so far as adequate importance is concerned in 

respect to individual differences among actual occasions. Also, 

in respect to the importance of individual differences, we may 

assume that there is a lower limit to the extension of each 

relevant occasion within this region. (PR 313, italics added)?! 

Whitehead thus makes use of Keynes’ principle of limited 
variety to justify inductive procedure. Of course, he reformulates 
this principle in terms of his doctrine of internal relation, but he 
has not worked out any necessary connection between the two. 
Keynes’ principle is not a necessary outcome of the doctrine of 
internal relation. It may be utilized even by a Humean to justify 
his inductive inferences. Whitehead seeks to justify our inference 
about the future and for this purpose he introduces his metaphysical 
doctrine that any real entity is historically determined by its past, 
and that its future is to a great extent determined by its present state. 
Is this not a kind of general regularity? If so, then this is a return 
of the principle of Uniformity of Nature in a new garb. 
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Logic and Ontology in Leibniz’s Thought 
Kalyan Kumar Bagchi 


Preamble . 

Leibniz did neither build up a System of formal logic, nor did he 
construct a logical theory that makes the axioms, postulates, 
presuppositions etc. of a formal System explicit. As often does he 
appear to talk in two tones of voice, i.e. logical and ontological 
as often, again, does he appear to interweave logical and ontological 
notions. Indeed, Leibniz does not fit into accustomed patterns of 
thinking: his is not philosophical logic in the sense Hegel’s or 
Bradley’s is—in both logic as study of the structure of thought is 
heavily oriented to metaphysics as study of ‘Reality’ (or of what 
they call, Reality), again, his logic is not formal logic but contains 
hints for developing modal logic of contemporary time. 

This paper has two parts. In the first part, the logic of Leibniz’s 
philosophical thought, containing both his view of the basic 
proposition of logic and his view that the subject-term of true 
propositions are ‘substances’ as entities, is spelt out. In the second 
part, Leibniz’s ideas which appear to be important at once to logic 
and ontology are tried to be made explicit: it is shown how from 
Leibniz’s thought, one may advance towards building up a logic 
of possible world. 


I 

The steps of Leibniz’s logic may be elaborated as follows: 

1. All propositions are of the subject-predicate form. 

2. The subject-term of a proposition stands for an individual 
substance. 
An individual substance is either a possible or an actual entity. 
It becomes immediately clear that Leibniz commits himself 
to ‘substance’- metaphysics even when he speaks in terms of 
logic, i.e. of propositions. 

3. The subject-term is the complete concept of the substance. 
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12. 


13. 


L.W. Beck writes in this connection “...the Subject names a 
completely determined individual possibility. The Subject is 
the complete concept of the thing, not a class concept.” 
The complete concept of an individual substance can be 
analysed. 

‘Analysis’ is explication of the concept. 

‘Explication’ is definition of the concept into steps. 
‘Definition’ into steps becomes complete when identity 
between the subject and the predicate becomes explicit. 
So definition is expressible in analytic judgments. 

The subject of such judgments contains the predicate. 

So these judgments are necessary, that is, their contradictory 
is impossible. 


. Leibniz would maintain that ‘impossible’=‘not possible’. But 


Leibniz would go farther. for him ‘not possible’=‘not real’. 
Here Leibniz’s logic assumes ontological overtone. 

Hence, for Leibniz, analytic judgments are non contradictory. 
But they are not stipulatively non-contradictory. If, for 
example, it is stipulated (in a formal discipline) that “P.O”, 
then “—(‘P’.‘Q’)” would be contradictory. But for Leibniz, 
analytic judgments are non-contradictory because they analyse 
or explicate in their predicates the possibilities—which are real 
—contained in the concept of the individual substances for 
which the subject-terms of those judgments stand. Their 
predicates cannot explicate anything not contained in the 
concept of the substance(s) expressed in their subjects. The 
predicates of analytic judgments of Leibniz's conception 
analyse what is contained, really, and not concept-wise as in 
analytic judgments of Kant's conception, in their subject- 
terms, i.e., in the thing-substance(s). 

Thus analytic judgments explicate ‘real’ possibilities contained 
in their subjects (which are ontological substances). For 
Leibniz, it is out of these possibilities that God Creates the 
world. 
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14. Steps (4), (5) and (6) establish that analytic judgments express 
identity between their subjects and predicates. 
But this is ideally so. Where identity cannot in fact be 
established, the judgment has to be regarded as a ‘truth of fact’ 
as different from analytic judgments which are ‘truths of 
reason’. They are truths of reason because they are deducible 
from the rational Law of Contradiction. This law confers 
‘necessity’ on them. Contrarily, ‘truths of fact’ are ‘contingent’. 

15. As different from analytic a necessary truths are factual truths. 
Two questions arise here: first, are factual truths not only 
‘different’ but also ‘distinct’from ‘truths of reason’? Second, 
have factual truths no reason ? 

The answers to these questions would be connected. In seeking 
the answers, a look back to steps 4, 5 and 6 is needed. Together, 
they establish that analytic judgments seek to explicate identity 
between their subjects and predicates. When their complete identity 
cannot be established, it has to be admitted that their relation is 
expressed in factual or contingent judgments. So factual judgments 
are not ‘distinct’ from truths of reason: only, the relation between 
their subjects and predicates is not one of explicit identity. 

But if they are not ‘distinct’ from truths of reason, what is the 
rational principle behind them? According to Leibniz, it is the Law 
of Sufficient Reason; writes he “There can be found no fact that 
is true or existent, or any true proposition, without there being a 
sufficient reason for its being so and not otherwise, although we 
cannot know these reasons in most cases'?. | 

The question arises: ‘Are truths of fact deduced from the Law 
of Sufficient Reason?’ The answer has to be in the negative. 
For, the contrary of a truth of fact is possible and let the Law of 
Sufficient Reason would hold for Leibniz. Contrarily, if an analytic 
Judgment is (supposedly) contradicted, the Law of Contradiction 
is (supposedly) violated. If ‘p’ is analytic, then ‘not-p’ is contra- 
dictory; but if ‘not-p’ is possible, then ‘p’ may be contradicted 
(a situation is imagined where ‘p’ may be contradicted). Then, i.e. 
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in that situation, ‘p is not, i.e cannot be regarded as analytic. ‘p’ 
is analytic because it is situation-free. . 

Would Leibniz treat analytic propositions as such? Leibniz for 
one would not. 'p' is situation-free in formal logical systems. 
Leibniz does not have in his philosophy any such system. His logic 
is ontologically oriented. For him ‘p’ is situation-free just because 
it holds, i.e., is true (materially) in all possible situations. 

For Leibniz, analytic judgments are logically true. Would 
Leibniz hold that ‘logically true’ = ‘definitionally true’? All 
depends on how ‘logically true and ‘definitionally true’ are or 
would be understood in the Leibnizian context. In stipulated 
logical-formal systems, ‘I.t’=‘d.t.. Only nominally would Leibniz 
assent to their identity or equivalence. For him, they are basically 
ontological notions. For Leibniz, ‘logically true’ is ‘ontologically 
true’. Again, the subject-term of a proposition stands for an 
individual substance or its real essence. All true propositions for 
Leibniz are analytic. But they are not analytic in the Kantian sense, 
ie., they do not just analyse what is contained in the subject- 
concept but are ‘real’ definitions of individual substances." What 
they make explicit are ‘real’ possibilities. Again, analytic 
judgments of Kant’s conception have epistemic value, expressed 
as they are in ‘SP’-form which is the form of all judgments as 
expressions of knowledge. But analytic judgments of Leibniz’s 
Conception are ontological, i.e., true as they express ‘real’ essence 
of Substances. ' 

We have considered at length questions relating to the explication 
of the complete concept of individual substance(s) for which 
subject-terms of judgments stand. Explication of ‘possibilities’ 
contained in the subject-terms of judgments-which, because of such 
explication, are analytic—is the main task of Leibniz’s logic. If then 
it is asked—even after we have spelt out Leibniz's logic in different 
steps—What is the basic proposition in Leibniz's logic?', the answer 
would be ‘It is analytic proposition’. If it is asked what is the basic 
logic of his logic? the answer would be that all propositions are 
explications of concepts. 
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The question remains ‘What can be the complete concept of 
a substance sought ‘to be explicated in judgment?'. For Leibniz 
it can only be a spiritual substance—'monad' as he calls it—, for 
only self-consciousness can unify within itself all that is (said to 
be) contained in the complete concept of a substance. 

But this is not the end of his intellectual story for Leibniz. 
Indeed, it cannot be. One has to attend to many things that are 
left over. One has to attend to the distinctive ontology of Leibniz. 
If analytic judgments constitute the bedrock of Leibniz’s logic, one 
is led on to ask “What are ‘possibilities’ explicated (according to 
Leibniz) in analytic judgments?”. Does the notion of ‘possibility’ 
make Leibniz’s logic Unique? Again, in stipulated formal-logical 
systems, ‘true’ 1s definitionally true and definitionally true is ‘true 
by stipulation’, But Leibniz, for one, would not understand ‘true’ in 
system-bound contexts: it is for him a concept that ranges over, so 
to speak, propositions in all possible worlds. What is ‘all possible 
worlds’? Can entities be individuated in a possible world ? Can an 
entity individuated in a possible world be individuated in another 
possible world? Can ‘trans’-possible world identification be made? 
Is Leibniz the precursor of contemporary reflections on Modal 
logic? 

Into these questions we enter in the next part of this paper. 


Notes & Reference ~ ; 
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Kant on the General Nature of Syllogisms : A Reply 
to a Kant-Critic 


Subirranjan Bhattacharya 


Kant, like many others, has devoted due attention to the theory 
of syllogisms. His early essay of 1762 on The Mistaken Subtility 
[Subtlety] of the Four Syllogistic Figures! embodies an attempt to 
reject the logical division of the four syllogistic figures, but not the 
theory of syllogisms as such. In the essay of 1762 Kant considers, in 
a characteristic way, the general nature of ratiocination (syllogism), 
and enunciates what he takes to be the first and ultimate rules of 
all ratiocinations. In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant has offered 
a more mature analysis of the nature of syllogism. His treatment of 
syllogisms plays an important part in the Transcendental Dialectic. 
He says that the logical employment of reason consists in making 
Syllogisms?. He deduces the three Ideas of reason from the three 
different forms of syllogisms?. He connects his doctrine of syste- 
matization of knowledge with the ascending series of prosyllo- 
gisms*. So Kant has attached much importance to syllogisms and 
has given a general account of syllogisms. Bennett has pointed out 
certain limitations in the Kantian account. 
My object in the present paper is to show that Bennett’s 
criticisms are due to misunderstanding of Kant. 
Kant’s general account of the nature of syllogisms is contained 
in the following passage in The Critique 
In every syllogism I first think a rule (the major premise) 
through the understanding. Secondly, I subsume something 
known under the condition of the rule by means of judgment 
(the minor premise). Finally, what is thereby known I determine 
through the predicate of the rule, and so a priori through reason 
(the conclusion). The relation, therefore, which the major 
premise, as a rule, represents between what is known and its 
condition is the ground of the different kinds of syllogisms. 
Consequently, syllogisms, like judgments, are of three kinds, 
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according to the different ways in which, in the understanding, 

they express the relation of what is known; they are either 

categorical, hypothetical, or disjunctive>. 

Let us now apply the Kantian analysis to a particular example. 
Let us take the standard example of a syllogism. 

All men are mortal 
_ Socrates is a man. 
Therefore, Socrates is mortal. 

The universal proposition ‘All men are mortal’ is the major 
premise which serves as a ‘rule’ i.e., as the rule that if ‘x is a man, 
then x is mortal’. The term ‘man’ ( i.e., ‘x is a man’) is called by 
Kant ‘the condition of the rule’. The term ‘Socrates’ in the minor 
premise stands for what Kant calls ‘something known’, ie., a 
known item. In the conclusion we ‘determine’ the known item 
(Socrates) ‘through the predicate of’ the general rule. In other 
words, the conclusion describes the known item by means of the 
predicate of the major premise. 

Against the Kantian account as explained above, Bennett has 
urged three criticisms. Bennett in his criticisms has referred to the 
above-quoted passage in the Critique’. 

The first criticism of Bennett is : "This account seriously lacks 
generality'?. He holds that this account applies only to categorical 
syllogisms, but not to ‘hypothetical and disjunctive arguments to 
which, in fact, the very terminology of “major premise” and 
“predicate” etc. is inapplicable'?. 

We may respond to this criticism in the following way. It is true 
that in hypothetical and disjunctive syllogisms, we do not usually 
speak of 'major premise' and “minor premise', but of the “first 
premise’ and the ‘second premise’. It is also true that the first 
premises of hypothetical and disjunctive syllogisms are not 
propositions of the subject-predicate form. But if Kant has used the 
terminology of ‘major premise’ and ‘predicate’, etc. in his general 
account, it is because he has wanted to avoid cumbrousness. He 
could easily express himself in a generalized terminology without 
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using such terms as ‘major premise’, ‘predicate’, etc. This is what 
he has done in his Logic. The following quotation from Logic may 
be cited : The general principle on which rests the validity of all 
conclusions through reason may be expressed in the following 
formula: What stands under the condition of a rule stands also 
under the rule itself. 

Note : The syllogism premises [presupposes] a general rule and 
a subsumption under its condition. One thereby cognizes the 
conclusion a priori not by itself but as contained in the general 
and as necessary under a certain condition. The fact that 
everything stands under the general and may be determined by 
general] rules, is the very principle of rationality or of 
necessity...? 

In the passage quoted above from Kant's Logic there is no 
mention of ‘major premise’ or ‘minor premise’ or ‘subject’ or 
‘predicate’. 

The Second Criticism made by Bennett is this : 

Nor does the account even fit all genuine syllogisms. There is the 
trivial point that in many syllogisms the part of the major premise 
which reappears in the conclusion is its predicate-term and not its 
subject-term 0, 

It appears to us that the exact point of this criticism is not clear. 
Perhaps Bennett is here referring to Kant's remarks that the 
conclusion of a syllogism determines a known item 'through the 
predicate of' the major premise, which suggests that the only 
predicate-term (not the subject-term) of the major premise 
reappears in the conclusion. But this, Bennett says, is trivial 
because although this is true of many syllogisms, this is not true of 
all syllogisms. This is true of the first figure syllogisms, but not 
of syllogisms of all figures. Thus, in a syllogism of the following 
figure (4th Figure) 
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the subject-term, and not the predicate-term, of the major premise 
reappears in the conclusion. In this case, therefore, it cannot be 
said that the conclusion determines the known item ‘through the 
predicate of’ the major premise. 

This criticism can be answered as follows : In his Logic Kant 
says that the first figure is the only lawful one!!. That is, it is the 
paradigm figure, to which all others, so far as they are to have 
validity, must be reduced by conversion of the premises!2, Since the 
other figures are reducible to the first figure, what is true of the 
latter must be, at least indirectly, true of the former. 


Bennett's Third Criticism is as follows : 

Also, and more seriously, there is trouble in assigning the major 
premise to the "faculty of judgment". This invokes his intermittent 
doctrine that whereas understanding deals in universal propositions 
or "rules", judgment is the faculty for knowing particular or 
singular truths (B 171-4); and so Kant is here implying that in 
syllogisms the minor premise is never a universal pro-position. This 
is false. For example, "All men are mortal; all philosophers are 
men; so all philosophers are mortal".? 

Bennett is here referring to the Kantian distinction at B 171-4 
of the Critiquel^ between understanding and judgment, because in 
the passage cited at the beginning of this paper Kant says that the 
major premise of the syllogism is provided 'through the under- 
standing’ and that the minor premise is provided ‘by means of 
Judgment’. According to Kant, understanding gives us general rules, 
and judgment enables us to subsume particular cases under general 
rules. This leads Bennett to think that the minor premise of a 
syllogism has to be, on Kant’s view, a particular or singular 
proposition. And Bennett easily refutes Kant by citing a syllogism 
in which the minor premise is not a particular, but a general, 
proposition. 

It seems to me that Bennett has completely misunder-stood Kant. 
By saying that the minor premise provides a particular case under 
a general rule, Kant does not mean that the minor premise is 
necessarily a particular or singular proposition. Even when the 
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minor premise is a general proposition, it can be said that it provides 
a particular case under a general rule. Thus in Bennett’s example 
of a syllogism with a general or universal minor premise, the case 
of ‘all philosophers’ can be regarded as a particular case under the 
general case of ‘all men’. Here the ‘particular case’ simply means 
a ‘subsumed case’. 


From the above discussion, we may conclude that Bennett’s 


criticisms of the Kantian analysis of the general structure of syllogi- 
sms are not tenable; they arise due to misunderstanding of Kant. 
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Philosophical Foundation of Sri  Caitanya's 
Vaisnavism 


Tapan Kumar Chakraborty 


The word ‘Vaisnavism’ stands for a theory which preaches the 
worship of Visnu as the Supreme godhead. The way to approach 
Him is not Jfiána or knowledge but bhakti or loving devotion. The 
origin of Vaisnavism is as old as RK Veda. To quote Acharya 
Brajendra Nath Seal: “The Vedic hymns are replete with sentiment 
of piety and reverence (bhakti and sraddha) in the worship of the 
gods". The Upasanà kendras of Aranyaka’s and Upanisads lay the 
foundation of the Bhakti Marga, way of Devotion of Faith. The 
Vaisnava movement is also traceable to Mahabharata, especially in 
the Narayani section of the Santiparva and in the Visnu-upakhyan 
of the Bhismaparva. Vaisnavism finds its explicit expression in 
Srimad Bhagavat. In the Paficaratra religion also, which is very old, 
mention is made of the worship of Visnu and the glory of Radha- 
Krsna. Some scholars even to to the length of suggesting that 
Vaisnavism, truly speaking, has got no origin whatsoever. 

It is beginningless inasmuch as the idol to be worshipped is 
Visnu who is eternal, having no beginning nor end. But is none- 
theless one that Vaisnavism in the present form is not traceable 
to Vedic or post-vedic period. Vaisnavism, as we understand it to- 
day, is certainly associated with the name of Sri Caitanya who not 
only mesmerized people by nama-sankirtana but by prema-bhakti 
which he showered on people around him irrespective of caste, 
creed and culture. It may be mentioned that Ramánanda did not 
believe in casteism, sympathy for low castes was an essential 
feature of his Vaisnavism too. Mention may be made of Kabir and 
Ruidas who were among his many disciples and who were generally 
regarded as untouchable, Sri Caitanya not only embraced the lower- 
caste people and even the Muslims in his fold but also make them 
immortal. It is he who inspired and taught the six goswamis of 
Urnadavava (Viz, Ripa, Sanatana, Jiva, Raghunath Das, Raghunath 
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Bhatta and Gopala Bhatta). Although he was not the founder of 
Vaisnava movement he was infused life and vitality of this 
movement. It is he who was claimed to have imparted his 
philosophical teachings to Sanatana and Jiva Goswami in 
particular. In Caitanyacaritamrta, the supreme reality is depicted 
as Advaya-Jfüna tattva. In his Tattva sandarbha, Jiva Goswami 
elaborately discusses the meaning of this expression. The term 
jfiana stands for self-luminous (svayamprakasa) Bhagavan who is 
characterized by sat, cit and ananda. Pure existence, pure 
“consciousness and unalloyed bliss are his svarüpa or essential 
nature. Although sat, cit and ananda are synonymous words, yet 
they are interchangeably used only to show that their differentiators 
are different. Sat is differentiated from asat, cit from acit and 
ānanda from duhkha. Jiva Goswami prefers to depict Supreme 
Reality by the term ‘advaya’ and not by ‘one’ although he 
subscribes to the truth of srutivakya as ekamevddvitiyam. The term 
‘advaya’ clearly refers to that there is no other. Absence of 
otherness means absence of difference—difference among the 
similar kinds (sajatiya bheda), difference among the different kinds 
(vijatiya bheda) and difference within itself or internal difference 
(svagata bheda) Here Srijiva sides with Sankara and parts 
company with Rāmānuja. For, Ramanuia believes in svagata bheda 
of ultimate Reality into conscious intelligent individuals (cit) and 
unconscious non-intelligent matter (acit). Be it noted here, though 
Srijiva follows Sankara regarding the nature of Reality as non-dual 
in the strictest sense of the term, yet he is not prepared to accept 
jivas and the world as mere delusions. It seems that Srijiva argues 
to uphold two apparently inconsistent doctrines. If the world along 
with its diversities and many-foldedness is taken to be real, then 
the Absolute Reality cannot be viewed as non-dual as it admits 
of self differentiation. If, on the other hand, Reality is viewed as 
non-dual in the strict sense, then the objective world must be 
viewed as the false appearance of non-dual Reality. Srijiva claims 
that he can make a compromise between these diverse claims 
without involving inconsistency and contradiction. If he is 
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successful in doing so, we should thank him for accepting the 
positive contributions of his two rival predecessors. How he makes 
an adjustments between two rival claims remains to be seen shortly. 
For the present, let us see why the Vaisnavas prefer the name 
Bhagavan over and above Brahman and Paramàtmà. Corresponding 
to the three states of mind, there are three margas or ways of 
knowing Reality. Depending on thinking aspect of mind, some 
resort to jAdna-mdarga; some prefer karma-márga as they emphasise 
the aspect of willing. Some, again, want to highlight the role of 
feeling and they take to the path of Bhakti. For the jfiana-máàrgis 
Reality is Brahman; for the karma-mdrgis, Reality is Paramatmd; 
and for the bhakti-márgis Reality is none other then Bhagavan. Sri 
Caitanya prefers Bhagavan over the other two because he accepts 
Srimadbhagavat as the best and most perfect commentary on the 
Brahma-sütras on the ground that both are written by Vyasa. 
Moreover, he thinks that Bhakti is better suited to the realization 
of the supreme godhead. In the Kaliyuga, the safest, surest and 
easiest way to realize the Divine is to resort to Harinama— 
sankirtana through prema-bhakti. To prove his point Sri Caitanya 
repeats thrice : | 

Harernama, Harernama, Harernümaiva kevalam / 

Kalouh nàstyeva nüstyeva nastyeva gatiranyathā // 

In his kramasandharva, Jiva Goswami summarises the above 
three concepts thus: the term ‘Brahma’ stands for pure conscious- 
ness which is not characterized by Saktis; ‘Paramdtma’ on the other 
hand means consciousness characterized by partial manifestation 
of cit-Sakti along with the plentitude of mayà-sakti, the term 
‘Bhagavan’ refers to pure consciousness characterized by the 
complete and perfect manifestation of all the saktis. 

Let us now turn to the philosophical basis of Sri Caitanya’s 
teaching which is known as acintya-bhedabheda-bhava. As 
taught by Sri Caitanya, Jiva Goswami tries to give it logical 
consistency. In his treatment of the relation between Jiva and 
Brahman, Jiva Goswami tries to show that both identity and 
difference can exist simultaneously between them. It is undeniable 
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that Brahman and Jiva appear as distinct and different. While 
Brahman is vibhu (all pervading), Jiva is not. 

Brahman is in fact one, although Men describe him as many 
(Ekam sat viprah Vahudhà vadanti) But the plurality of jivas 
cannot be denied. Again, Brahman is said to be omnipotent, 
omnipresent and omniscient. As contrasted with Him, jivas enjoy 
limited knowledge and limited power. Again, Brahman is said to be 
the creator, preserver and destroyer of the world. We can claim none 
of these to jiva. Brahman is the controller of this universe including 
the jivas. But such claim about jivas are not tenable. Brahman is 
beyond the control of maya. But jivas are easily overpowered by 
maya. Inspite of these differences between Brahman and jiva, there 
exists also identity between the two inasmuch as both are sat, cit 
and ananda svarüpa. To show how such identity and difference 
exist between the two, Sri Caitanya takes resort to a simili. ‘The 
reality of God is like a burning fire, while the nature of the finite 
self is like a spark of that fire’. Fire and spark emanating from 
it are both fire. In that respect they are identical. But while the 
fire is huge, spark is small. Hence, in their dimensions and size 
they are different. It follows from the simili of fire and spark that 
they are identical in one respect but different in another respect. 
Such differences and non-differences therefore are not necessarily 
contradictory and impossible. Logically, these two states of identity 
and difference appear to be self-contradictory and self-defeating. 
That is why, this type of relation is called acintya or incompre- 
hensible. Here both the states which appear as contradictory are 
accepted together. This relation of contradiction as bheda and 
abheda are both taken to be real and as such the relation is acintya 
or inconceivable from logical standpoint. Be it noted here that this 
type of inconceivability (acintyatd) is not to be confused with 
indescribability (anirvacaniyata) while for Sankara, anirvacaniyata 
means that which cannot be characterized as sat or as asat or as 
sadasat, acintyata means apparent inconceivability embracing both. 

Further, Sankara admits of grades of Reality. Such grades of 
Reality are not admissible to Sri Caitanya’s followers. We will try to 
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show, following Jiva Goswami, that this apparent inconceivability 
is not tantamount to inconsistency. To prove his point Srijiva sets 
himself to the task of showing that (1) Absolute Consciousness has 
‘power’ and that (2) the Absolute is strictly non-dual even though 
it has ‘power’. He first takes side with common sense. It does not 
require the wisdom of a philosopher to show that a thing cannot 
exist unless it has some power within. Hence common sense 
declares that if ultimate reality exists, it must have power. Srijiva 
then controverts this suggestion by holding that the appeal to 
common sense is of little value. Common sense knowledge about 
the world is not genuine knowledge, differing from person to person 
and as such not dependable. The inadequacy of common sense 
leads Srijiva to take resort to the law of causality, Nothing in the 
world can be regarded as a cause unless it does something. To do 
something is to exert power so to say. In other words, a cause to be a 
cause, must have some power within it. The absolute consciousness 
is the first cause of the universe, accepted by all the vedantins. 
So it must have power. This position is also not tenable from 
Srijiva’s standpoint. He argues against this position by showing that 
Absolute consciousness would have power if it were the cause of 
the universe in the ordinary sense of the term ‘cause’. We often 
hold that clay is the material cause of the pot and potter is its 
efficient cause. We do so because we believe they have power to 
shape the effect. But Absolute consciousness, Srijiva argues, cannot 
be taken to be a cause in either of the senses. Itis simply the 
underlying substratum of the universe. A piece of rope does not 
cause the snake; yet its presence is needed as a substratum so that 
illusory appearance of snake in rope becomes possible. In cases 
like this, the effect is not a transformation of the cause, but simply 
an illusory appearance of it. This shows the inadequacy of the 
argument that Absolute his power. 

Srijiva then turns to wise men, the liberated souls. Liberation 
is a state of infinite joy and bliss. It is not mere nothingness or 
extinction of everything. Had it been so, no one could have pursued 
it. The fact that wise men seek liberation which is a state of bliss 
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and peace points clearly the at ultimate essence must possess power. 
The flow of manifestation of joy would have no meaning unless 
there is power in it. Srijiva refutes this suggestion also. For, he 
maintains that self-manifestation of joy of the liberated state would 
be possible by admitting self-illuminating nature of the ultimate 
substance itself. In fact, there is seldom any need for assuming an 
extra entity called power for that purpose. Srijiva answers this 
objection by saying that self-illumination indicates two things. 
Negatively, it means that it requires no assistance from anything 
else for its illumination. Positively, it means expressiveness. It is 
precisely this expressiveness of the Absolute which Srijiva calls 
‘power’. Thus establishing to his satisfaction that the Absolute must 
have ‘power’ Srijiva concludes that the ultimate substance does not 
forsake its character of non-duality as evil because of power. Let 
us see how Srijiva makes a compromise between Sankara and 
Ramanuja, accepting their positive contributions while rejecting 
their negative tendencies. For Sankara, the ultimate substance is 
static admitting of no variation, no attributes whatsoever. Hence 
such variations etc., are to be treated as false. Ramanuja goes to 
the other length suggesting that reality is dynamic. Hence all 
variations, transformations attributes etc., are real for him. Srijiva 
by his conception of Eternal Power (svarupa-Sakti) of Brahman 
declares that absolutely Reality is both static and dynamic. He 
claims that these two characters of staticity and dynamicity are not 
contradictory at all. The Absolute is static in the sense that it is a 
unity—an undivided integrity. It is undoubtedly the unity of will- 
to-be (sandhini), will-to-know (sarhvit) and will-to-enjoy (hladini), 
all taken together. The same Absolute is dynamic in the sense that it 
is essentially expressive in nature. Mahanambrata rightly points out 
that the dynamicity of the Absolute consists in its incessant urge 
for expressiveness. To quote him: “There is a need for an ‘other’ in 
the Absolute itself and that accounts for all creativity. But this 
‘Other’ cannot make the Absolute dual in any sense, since this need 
is not a need for imperfection or anything extraneous" [Vaisnava 
Vedanta, P 106]. Professor Sircar succinctly expresses this truth 
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saying: ‘This Svartipa Sakti (primary. Power) merely indicates this 
statico-dynamic nature of Bhagavan (Godhead) and differentiates 
it from the static character of the Absolute’. This Eternal Power of 
the Absolute is on Srijiva’s view, the same as Love which is a 
mighty leveler. In his Sadhang? Rabindranath makes the same point 
when he declares ‘only love is motion and rest is one’. Thus Srijiva 
arrives at the philosophical foundation of Bengal Vaisnavism. His 
view is known as Acintya-bheda-bhedavdd. As the svarapa sakti of 
the Absolute is not identical with the Absolute, Srijiva calls it 
different (bheda). On the contrary, it is different to conceive of 
this Eternal Power as distinguished from the Absolute, Srijiva calls 
it identical (abheda). As this identity and difference between the 
Power and the Powerful is beyond our comprehension, this essential 
truth is called acintya or inconceivable. 

Baladeva Vidyabhusan is not pleased with the answer of his 
master. It is true that logic does not help us much to the domain 
of ultimate truth which is super-logical. But it is also nonetheless 
true that to give up logic is tantamount to giving up philosophizing 
altogether. He tries to defend Srijiva in the following manner. When 
we say that Absolute Being has ‘power’ we do not mean, argues 
Baladeva, that the Absolute Being owns something different from 
Himself. Neither can we mean that ‘power’ and Being are 
completely identical. We often use such expressions as ‘Being 
exists’. This sentence is tautologous. Yet it is in constant use and 
conventionally approved as well. The above sentence is a 
meaningful one like the sentence ‘jar exists’. If there be difference 
between “jar and ‘existence’ there is likewise some difference 
between ‘being’ and ‘existence’. This difference can be accounted 
for if we take resort to the category of Visesa which is the 
specifying a individualizing differentiator. In other words, it is due 
to the function of Visesa that we are entitled to say that Absolute 
Being has ‘power’. To quote Prof. Sircar “These specific 
particulars keep the difference in the Absolute without destroying 
its absoluteness and at the same time without being involved in 
the infinite regress of relational (samavdya) consciousness. Prof. 
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Sircar makes a distinction between ‘difference in integrity’ and 
‘identity in difference’. Visesa, according to him, denotes bheda 
(difference) in integrity and not identity in difference. Thus 
Baladeva has improved the situation of his master taking resort to 
Visesu. Be it noted that though he borrowed the term from Nyaya- 
Vaisesika logicians he has not made exactly the same use. 
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Friedrich Max Miiller and Mythic Language 
Sanjukta Bhattacharyya 


Abstract: Friedrich Max Miiller held myths as the product of the corrupt 
use of languages. He said that mythology is applicable to all things though 
it is chiefly concerned with those manifestations that have the character of 
law, order, power, and wisdom that are impressing of them. Max Müller 
believed that the *"Paronymia' of words is the source of all myths. On the 
other hand according to Ernst Cassirer myth is not a mere symbolic 
imitation but an organ of reality. Since it sees, solely by its agency, that 
anything real become an object for ‘intellectual apprehension’ and as such 
is made visible to us. Cassirer believed that language has in fact served as 
& vehicle for the research of significance of myth. Both Max Müller and 
Cassirer tried to interpret myth from a linguistic approach. This article 
attempts to bring out the idea on myths and mythic language of Friedrich 
Max Müller. The article also aims to reflect on the interpretation of myths 
by Ernst Cassirer from a positive linguistic approach. 


Key Words: Max Müller, Cassirer, Mythic Language, Linguistic approach 


In the latter half of the nineteenth century, Friedrich Max Miiller 
took much interest in myth or mythology. Max Miiller said that the 
“history of mankind is the history of religion”. He did not discard 
the presence of myth in religion but held them as the product of 
the corrupt use of languages. He called myth as the “...diseases 
of language..."!. 

Max Müller said, "Religion, if it is to hold its place, as a 
legitimate element of our consciousness, must, like all other 
knowledge, begin with the sensuous experiences"? He said that 
it is from this sensation that religions were derived. Man must take 
account of the immensity of nature's infiniteness. Nature dominated 
man in every way. Religion really commenced only at the moment 
when these natural forces were no longer represented in the mind 
in an abstract form. They were transformed into personal agents, 
living and thinking beings, spiritual powers of Gods. Max Müller 
argued that language had brought about this metamorphosis by its 
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action on thought. This article attempts to bring out the idea on 
myths and mythic language of Friedrich Max Müller. The article 
also aims to reflect on the interpretation of myths by Ernst Cassirer 
from a positive linguistic approach. 

Max Müller believed that before the appearance of natural 
literature, there was a period, represented everywhere by the same 
characteristic features—a kind of “...Eocene period, commonly 
called the mythological or mythopoetic age'?. It was perhaps the 
most difficult period in the history of the human mind to 
understand. He argued that this age might have shaken the faith in 
the natural progress of the human intellect. The language and its 
society, law, or custom needs to be understood separately. However, 
Max Müller said that there is no philosophy connecting this two. 
He called this period the mythic period and believed that the Greeks 
represented this age through poetries like those of Homer. However, 
he also said "Although later poets may have given to some of these 
fables a charm of beauty, and to us to accept them as imaginative 
compositions, it is impossible to conceal the fact that taken by 
themselves and in their literal meaning, most of these ancient myths 
are absurd and irrational and frequently opposed to the principle 
of thought, religion and morality"^. Max Müller tried to establish 
mythology as a dialect and as an ancient form of language. He 
said that mythology is applicable to all things though it is chiefly 
concerned with those manifestations that have the character of law, 
order, power, and wisdom that are impressing of them. Nothing 
is excluded from mythological expression. Morals or philosophy, 
religion or history, have not escaped the spell of this ancient sibyl. 
So he said, “...mythology is neither philosophy, nor history, nor 
religion or ethics. It is, if we may use a scholastic expression a 
quale, not a quid something formal, not something substantial and 
like poetry, sculpture, or painting applicable to nearly all that the 
ancient world could admire or adore'?. 

Among the philologists, Max Müller took the method of 
philological analysis as a means to reveal the nature of certain 
mythical beings, especially in the context of Vedic religion. Ernst 
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Cassirer said, for Max Müller, myth is neither a transformation of 
history into fabulous legend nor a fable accepted as history. It did 
not spring directly from the contemplation of the great forms and 
powers of nature. What he called myth as something conditioned 
and negotiated by the agency of language. He said that it is the 
product of a basic shortcoming, an inherent weakness of language. 
Max Müller believed all linguistic denotation as essentially 
ambiguous and in this ambiguity, the ‘Paronymia’ of words is the 
source of all myth. Max. Müller tried to establish this theory with 
an example of the legend of Deucalion and Pyrrha, who, were 
rescued by Zeus from the great flood that destroyed humanity. Zeus 
then became the ancestors of a new race by taking up stones and 
casting them over the shoulders of Deucalion and Pyrrha, from 
where the stones became men. This origin of human beings from 
stones is absurd for Max Müller. He believed that the mythical 
world is essentially a world of illusion that seeks its explanation 
from the original and self-deception of the mind and thus gave rise 
to this error. According to Max Müller, this self-deception is rooted 
in language. 

Max Müller also reflected on the philosophy of mythology. He 
said that from the study of the history of languages it is known that 
mythology is inevitable since it is natural, and an inherent necessity 
of language. If oné recognizes the outward form, and manifestations 
of the thought of a myth in language, then only one could know 
why it is inevitable. To Max Müller it is the dark shadow, which 
language throws upon thought and can never disappear until 
language itself becomes altogether commensurate with thought. As 
for reference, Max Müller said that mythology was more fiercely 
spread in the early periods of the history of human thoughts than 
in the present age. Depending upon that history of human thought, 
mythology also exists in the present time as it was in the time of 
Homer. However, it is not perceived because man lives in the very 
shadow of it. In the words of Max Müller, “...we all shrink from 
the full meridian light of truth....””. Max Müller accepted that myth 
and mythology are in fact inevitable in religion, they are, like a 
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“Puiler Enfantin of religion’®. Max Muller believed that the world 
had its childhood, and in its childhood it spoke, understood, and 
thought as a child would. Hence, all the early languages and 
religions of the world were also believed as truth, and because of 
this myth developed. Max Müller said that the fault lies on the 
part of man as he took the language of the child as the language of 
men, thereafter attempted to translate literally the ancient languages 
into modern languages, oriental into accidental speech, poetry into 
prose. These wrong interpretations of ancient languages gave rise to 
myth and thus it became inevitable in all languages. Thus for Max 
Müller “...mythology is the diseases of language...”. 

Max Miiller believed that the correct appreciation of religious 
thought and feelings requires no proof, if language is the means of 
realization of those thoughts and feelings. Therefore, this reflected 
the importance of the knowledge of languages. He also argued that 
much of what seemed at first as irrational and inexplicable in 
mythology and in religion, could be explained by language that 
exercised influence on thought. However, he never said that the 
whole of mythology could be explained in this way, neither all that 
seemed irrational is due to the misunderstanding of languages. He 
also never asserted that all mythology could prove to be soluble 
by means of linguistic texts. He had always represented mythology 
as a complete thought of any period that comprehends everything 
of the period as a whole. Therefore, he said, 

..parts of mythology are religious. Part of it is metaphysical, 
part of it is poetical, but myth as a whole is neither religion 
nor history, nor philosophy, nor poetry. It comprehends all these 
together undér the peculiar form of expression which is natural 
and intelligible at a certain stage, or at certain recurring stages 
in the development of thought and speech, but which, after 
becoming traditional, becomes frequently unnatural and 
unintelligible?. 

Thus, in the same way, for Max Müller, the mythic themes of 
tree-worship, nature-worship, ancestor worship, serpent worship, 
hero-worship, god worship and fetishism, which are all also parts of 
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religion, can explain and analyse the origin and growth of religion. 
In the same way, mythology can also comprehend many more 
elements apart from these, in the different stages of its growth. 

However, Max Miiller through out his work with myth tried to 
point out the irrational elements present in it. He said that no one 
is surprised at the legends that give a more or less metaphysical 
or poetical version of a natural phenomena, or express in the same 
way, in an exaggerated form, the moral philosophy or religious 
ideas shared in common by the whole human race. As the irrational 
elements in mythology could be taken into account in two possible 
systems: 

a. One school takes the irrational as a matter of fact and if we 
read that Daphne fled before Phoibos and was changed into a 
Laurel tree, that school would say that there probably was a 
young lady called Aeuora like for instance Aeuora Konigsmark; 
that a young man called Robin or possibly, a man with red hair 
man, pursued her and that she hid behind a Laurel tree that 
happened to be there. This was the theory of Euhemeros re- 
established by the famous Abbe Banier and not quite extinct 
even now. 

b. According to another school the irrational element in myth 

is inevitable and due to the influence of language on thought 

so that many of the legends of Gods and heroes may be rendered 
intelligible. If only we can discover the original meaning of their 
proper names. The followers of this school try to show Daphne 
and Phoebus was of the many names of the gems who pursued 

the dawn till she vanished before his 12519. 

Between these two schools, the former had always talked about 
the savage nations and their mythologies portraying that Gods and 
heroes were originally human beings, worshipped after their death 
as ancestors or as Gods. The latter school confined itself mainly to 
an etymological analysis of the mythological names in Greek, Latin, 
Sanskrit, and other languages. It gave a scientific, grammatical, and 
etymological treatment to myth that Max Müller supported. 
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Max Miiller stated that “Mythology in the highest sense, is the 
power exercised by language on thought in every possible sphere of 
mental activity; and I do not hesitate to call the whole history of 
philosophy, from Thales down to Hegel an uninterrupted battle 
against mythology, a constant protest of thought against Ianguage”!!. 

Max Miiller also studied and worked on Hindu myth. However, 
his framing of myth as the diseases of the language and the 
etymological method to the interpretation of Hindu myth is never 
fully accepted by scholars like, Andrew Lang, E.B. Tylor, and 
others. Max Müller believed in the ‘intellectual past'!? and 
suggested that myth and legends were told and retold using words 
whose meaning were lost in later times. In a later period, an earlier 
myth became obscure as the then current meaning was seen in the 
perspective of the ancient words. Hence, according to him, 
etymology is the safest means to understand myth. However, Tylor 
and Lang, did not believe in such an intellectual past. They and 
others reflected on myth as the elements of savage thoughts and 
belief that is produced by man at a ‘savage’ mental stage of the 
uncivilized. 

According to Max Müller, the primary source of all mythical 
figures or metaphors was the sun. The sunrise and sunset, or the 
daily return of day and night, or the battle between the light and 
darkness, or the overall solar drama in all its details was the 
principal subject of early mythology. In time memorial, abstract 
concepts such as *dawn' and 'sunset became common among the 
speakers of several ancient Indo-European daughter languages. 
However, the meaning of these solar metaphors was lost. Dumezil 
said that Max Müller called this loss as the “diseases of 
language” !3, Max Müller said that names of the ‘sun’ were endless, 
and so were the stories about the ‘sun’. However, who he or ‘sun’ 
was, from where he came or where he went always remained a 
mystery from beginning to end. It is thus seen that though known 
better than anything else, something in him or ‘sun’ always 
remained unknown that made him mysterious, and made people 
develop stories or myth about him. Max Müller also talked about 
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the early Vedic period. The early Aryuns called the sun by names 
of various kinds of activity. The sun was called the Illuminator 
or Warmer, Maker or Nourisher, and the Aryans called the noon 
The Measurer, the dawn The Awakener, the thunder The Roarer, 
the rain The Rainer, the fire The Quick Runner. However, it does 
not mean that they believed these objects to be human beings who 
have arms and legs. As he said, “Even when they are still, it is 
said that, ‘the Sun is breathing’, they never meant that the sun was a 
man or at least an animal, having lungs and a mouth to breath 
with. In saying that ‘the sun or the nourishes is breathing’, they 
meant no more than that the sun was active, was up and doing, 
was moving about like ourselves” ^. 

Max Müller used comparative philology to analyse Indo- 
European languages. He wanted to show the common structure that 
existed between Indo-Buropean languages and the similarities 
between their languages by comparing the name of gods and deities 
of India with that of the Europeans. By comparing the different 
mythologies of Indo-European people and the mythical personages, 
he showed that though they have different names they symbolize 
the same set of ideas and fulfilled the same very functions. He 
compared Varuna and Uranus, Suraya and Helieus. He showed that 
the names of Vedic deities and those of European gods are common 
and have the same functions. Max Müller observed that the Latin 
Ignis, the Lithuanian Rign, and the Agny of the old Slav were 
closely related to Agni of the Vedic age. Similarly the relationship 
of the Sanskrit Dyuns, the Greek Zeus, the Latin Jovis, and the 
Zio of High German is today uncontested. It proves that these 
different words designate one single and the same divinity, which 
the different Indo-European people recognized as such before their 
separation. Also the varied spectacles that nature offers to man, 
according to Max Müller, seemed to fulfil all the conditions 
necessary for arousing religious ideas in the mind directly. "Nature 
was the greatest surprise, a terror, a marvel, a standing miracle 
... the infinite from the finite, which supplied from the earliest times 
the impulse to religious thought and language" ^. 
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Language is not merely the external out-come of a thought. Its 
internal framework also expresses the thought after it has once been 
formed. Language, therefore, makes and deforms the thought in 
the process. This deformation created the special characteristics of 
religious thought. Max Miiller regarded all the Indo-European 
languages as echoes of languages that the corresponding people 
spoke before their. separation. Words were forged to represent 
physical phenomena as personalities that the popular imagination 
had placed behind things. A reaction to it affected these words 
themselves. As all sorts of questions were raised, and it was to 
resolve.some of them that myth was invented. Not all religious 
thoughts are exposed to reality, except to cover it once with a thick 
veil that conceals its real forms. This veil, he said, is the tissue 
of fabulous beliefs, which mythology brought forth!6. Thus, the 
believer lives in a world inhabited by beings and things that have 
only verbal existence. Therefore, Max Miiller also regarded myth 
as the product of a ‘disease of the intellect’. At first, he attributed 
them to a disease of language, but since language and the intellect 
were inseparable for him—what is true of the one is true of the 
other. In trying to explain the innermost nature of mythology, he 
said, “I called it a disease of language, rather than of thought. 
..After I had fully explained in my Science of Thought that 
language and thought are inseparable, and that a disease of 
language is therefore the same thing as the disease of thought, no 
doubt ought to have remained as to what I meant...”!”, 

Max Müller said: 
The myths were parasitic growths, which under the influences 
of language, attached themselves upon these fundamental 
conceptions, and denatured them. Thus, the belief in Zeus was 
religious as so far as the Greeks considered him the supreme 
god, the father of humanity, protector of laws, avenger of crimes, 
etc.; but all that concerned the biography of Zeus, his marriages 
and his adventures was only mythology!?. 

In his book Essay on Comparative Mythology ?, Max Müller 
said that in the process of linguistic discussions, many confusion 
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and mixture gave rise to myth. However, he could not answer why 
such confusion and mixture was responsible for the development 
of myth that was meaningful to the common man. For example, 
the worshipping of the tree or the ‘Banyan Tree’, and the stone 
god or the Narayan Shila in Hindu religion can be explained by 
his theory. He only said that this is due to the diseases of language 
that influenced thought to produce it. The names given to the 
natural phenomena were a technique in language philosophy, 
termed by Max Müller as Nomina, where the names of the natural 
phenomena like the Moon or Jsis was transformed into god. These 
names were given power later on and turned into Numina or the 
‘divine powers’. As a Nomen or ‘name’ turned into Numen or the 
*powers', so does the myth on that particular object grew. Names 
were thus personified. This theory Max Müller termed as ‘Nomen- 
Numen Theory'. He analysed myth from a linguistic angle vide 
this process. Thus, first going from language to myth and then again 
when discussing myth he comes back to language. Like first to 
Nomen-Numen and then back to Numen-Nomen. Thus, it became 
a vicious interpretative circle. In this formulation Max Miller tried 
to bracket mythology with the celestial phenomena—-all relating to 
nature was considered as divine and therefore down grading 
religion, as ‘divinity’ was something that remained unexplained. 
Max Miiller’s critics Kitagawa and Strong pointed out that this 
method locked him into a vicious interpretative circle. In their 
words, “By not taking into consideration any of the peculiarities of 
a particular myth but instead basing his system on the uncertainty 
of endings and the surface similarities of different languages, his 
one-sided etymological explanation could only derive a boring 
uniformity of interpretation”2°. 

Thougn Max Miiller believed that myth is conditioned and 
negotiated by the agency of language, and is the product of basic 
shortcomings and inherent weaknesses of language, philologist 
Ernst Cassirer held myth in high esteem—as the flower of polite 
learning. Cassirer believed that language has in fact served as a 
vehicle forthe research of significance of myth. He rejected Max 
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Müller's view of reducing myth to mental distortions, departures 
from objective reality, and immediate data of ‘live’ experience. 
According to him to reduce myth in this status is nothing “...but 
a sort of Phantasmagoria of the spirit"?!, If accepted, from this 
standpoint even a theoretical knowledge on the phenomena of the 
real world could become arbitrary. Max Müller reduced myth to a 
fiction and nothingness, which is in fact a self-dissolution of the 
‘spirit’. Against this self-dissolution of spirit, Cassirer said “...there 
is only one remedy: £o accept in all seriousness what Kant calls, 
his ‘Copernican revolution’ ৮22, One must find for myth, either a 
measure or a criterion to assess its truth and intrinsic meaning. One 
must also see it as a spontaneous law of generation—an original 
way and a tendency of expression that is more than mere records 
of something initially given as fixed categories of real existence. 
From this point of view, myth appears as a symbol, not in the sense 
of a mere figure, that refers to some given reality by means of 
suggestions and allegories, but in the sense of forces, rendering each 
of which to produce or posit a world of its own. Thus, myth is not 
a mere symbolic imitation but an organ of reality. Since it sees, 
solely by its agency, that anything real become an object for 
‘intellectual apprehension’ and as such is made visible to us”. This 
angle or point of view, therefore, sheds new light on the relation 
between myth and language. Cassirer said that the relation between 
myth and language "...is no longer a matter of simply deriving one 
of these phenomena from the other, of ‘explaining’ it in terms of 
the other—for that would be to level them both, to rob them of their 
characteristic feature”, The form of mental conception operative 
both in myth and in language is the same. This form is called 
‘metaphorical thinking 25. Cassirer believed that to unite verbal and 
mythical worlds one must know the nature and meaning of the 
metaphor. The intellectual link between myth and language is the 
metaphor. He also believed that myth receives its life and wealth 
from the language, as does language from the myth. Their constant 
interaction and interpenetration arrests the unity of the mental 
principle from which both myth and language spring. In addition, 
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myth and language are simply different expressions, different 
manifestations, and grades of the mental principal. Thus, for 
Cassiser, myth and language play similar roles in the evolution of 
thought—from momentary experience to enduring conceptions, 
from sense impression to formulation, and their respective functions 
are mutually conditioned. Together they prepare the soil for the 
great synthesis from which our mental creation, our unified vision 
of the cosmos springs”®. Therefore, he said, “This insight into the 
determining and discriminating function which myth as well as 
language performs in the mental construction of our world of 
‘things’, seems to be all that a ‘philosophy of symbolic forms’ can 
teach 09৮21. Hence Cassirer wanted to show that philology and 
comparative mythology could fill in the outline and draw with firm, 
clear strokes what philosophical speculation could only perhaps 
suggestively sketch. 

Thus both Max Miiller and Cassirer tried to interpret myth from 
a linguistic approach. Max Müller believed that myth developed 
due to the confusion and mixture of languages and on the other 
side, Cassirer used linguistic methodology to establish myth as a 
symbolic form and showed that language took us from myth- 
making phase of the human mind to the phase of logical reasoning, 
and thereafter to conceptualisation of facts. 
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আত্ম-প্রতারণা 
রমা চক্রবর্তী 


আত্ম-প্রতারণার আলোচনার শুরুতে একটি দৃষ্টান্ত দেওয়া যাক্‌। অজয়বাবু আজ দুই 
বৎসর যাবৎ বিবাহিত কিন্তু তার পত্নী পরপুরুষে আসক্ত। তীর এই ব্যভিচারের কথা 
সবার অবগত একমাত্র অজয়বাবু ব্যতীত। কেউ যদি অসতর্ক মুহূর্তে তাকে প্রশ্ন করেন 
যে তিনি তার স্ত্রীর চারিত্রিক সততায় বিশ্বাস করেন কিনা-_অজয়বাবু নির্থিধায় ও 
অকপটে জানান যে তিনি সম্পূর্ণ বিশ্বাস করেন। কথাগুলো উচ্চারণ করতে তার গলা 
কীপেনা, তার চোখের দৃষ্টি থাকে স্থির ও তার মুখে থাকে বিশ্বাসের হাসি। তার আচরণও 
অনুরূপ হয়। তিনি তীর স্ত্রীর গতিবিধির উপর কখনও নজর রাখেন না। এমনকি অন্যান্য 
স্বামীদের তুলনায় তিনি স্ত্রীকে অনেক বেশী স্বাধীনতা দেনা স্ত্রীর পুরুষ বন্ধুদের অভ্যর্থনা 
জানান ও স্ত্রীর অকারণ অনুপস্থিতির বিরুদ্ধে কখনও অভিযোগ জানান না। এক কথায়, 
তাকে সবাই অসতী স্ত্রী নির্বোধ স্বামীরূপে দেখে। . 
মনে সন্দেহ জাগে যে অজয়বাবু তার স্ত্রীর সতীত্বে সত্যই বিশ্বাস করেন কি না। তিনি 
FBI তার ব্যভিচারের প্রত্যক্ষ প্রমাণগুলিকে এড়িয়ে চলেন। কোন অনুষ্ঠানে তার 
স্ত্রী পরপুরুষের সঙ্গে ব্যস্ত থাকলে অজয়বাবু তার বন্ধুদের সঙ্গে কথোপকথনে হঠাৎ 
ব্যস্ত হয়ে পড়েন। তিনি বন্ধুদের অবাস্তর আলোচনা এড়িয়ে চলেন এবং দুটি ব্যাপারে 
তিনি সচেতন থাকেন যেমন, বাড়িতে কখনও নির্দিষ্ট সময়ের আগে ফেরেন না এবং 
আগে ফিরলেও নিজের চাবি দিয়ে দরজা খোলেন না, বরং বেল বাজিয়ে দরজা খোলবার 
অপেক্ষায় থাকেন। ৃ 

এটি একটি অস্বভাবী আচরণের ধারা এবং এর নাম দেওয়া হয় “আত্ম-প্রতারণা”। 
এই নামকরণ দ্বারা অজয়বাবুর আচরণ বর্ণিত হলেও এই ধারণা বা এই প্রত্যয়টির একটি 
ব্যাখ্যার প্রয়োজন। এই প্রবন্ধে আমি আত্ম-প্রতারণার ধারণাটির একটি ব্যাখ্যা দেবার 
চেষ্টা করেছি। এই প্রবন্ধটি তিনটি ভাগে বিভক্ত। প্রথম অংশে আলোচিত হবে যে 
সকল সমস্যা এই ধারণাটি সূচিত করে। দ্বিতীয় অংশের আলোচ্য বিষয় কতগুলি 
মতবাদ--যা এই ধারণাটির ব্যাখ্যা করবার চেষ্টা করে এবং তৃতীয় বা শেষ অংশে 
আলোচিত হবে উক্ত মতবাদগুলির সমালোচনার পরিপ্রেক্ষিতে যে ব্যাখ্যাটি নিঃসৃত হয়। 

আপাতদৃষ্টিতে আত্ম-প্রতারণা প্রত্যয়টি কৃটাভাবী (paradoxical) | নিজেকে কেউ 
প্রতারণা করে কি করে? শেক্সপীয়রের “ওথেলো” নাটকে ইয়াগো ডেসিডমোনার বিরুদ্ধে 
ওথেলোকে প্রতারণা করে। ইয়াগো স্বয়ং সত্যটি সম্বন্ধে অবহিত হলেও ওথেলোকে 
ডেসিডমোনার অসতীত্ব সম্বন্ধে মিথ্যা তথ্য দিয়ে তাকে বিভ্রান্ত করে। তাই প্রতারণা 
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বা ‘deception’ হলো এমন একটি সম্পর্ক বা অবস্থা, যা দুটি ব্যক্তির মধ্যে ঘটে 
যেখানে ‘ক’ ব্যক্তি যা বিশ্বাস করে তা ‘খ’ ব্যক্তি অবিশ্বাস করে। অর্থাৎ, একজন যে 
সত্যটি জানে তা অপরজনের নিকট সম্পূর্ণ অজানা। তাই প্রথম ব্যক্তি দ্বিতীয়জনকে 
প্রতারণা করতে পারে। কিন্তু আত্ম-প্রতারণার ক্ষেত্রে প্রশ্ন ওঠে কি করে এক ও অভিন্ন 
ব্যক্তি একই বস্তুকে একই সময়ে জানে অথচ জানে না, বিশ্বাস করে অথচ করেনা। 
এই সমস্যাটিকে বলা যায় জ্ঞানমূলক কুটাভাস বা ‘epistemic paradox’ | 

দ্বিতীয় ধরণের সমস্যা বা সমস্যাগুলিকে বলা হয় মনস্তাত্বিক-নৈতিক কুটাভাস বা 
‘psychological-ethical paradox’ | আত্ম-প্রতারণার ক্ষেত্রে ব্যক্তির বিশ্বাস প্রকৃত 
বা ‘sincere’ হতে হবে নইলে সে ‘ভন্ড’ বা ‘hypocrite’ প্রতিপন্ন হয় (অর্থাৎ, যে 
ব্যক্তি কপটতার সাহায্যে অপরকে নিজের বিশ্বাস সম্বন্ধে বিভ্রান্ত করে)। অপরদিকে, 
আত্মপ্রতারকও নানা কৌশল বা পরিস্থিতির অবতারণা করে সত্যকে গোপন রাখার 
COROT | (যেমন, আমাদের দৃষ্টাত্তে, অজয়বাবু নির্দিষ্ট সময়ের পূর্বে গৃহে এসে স্ত্রীকে 
বিব্রত না করার কারণ স্বরূপ অপরকে জানান যে, তার স্ত্রী তার জন্য একটি বিশেষ 
নৈশ-ভোজের আয়োজন করে তাকে বিস্মিত করতে চাইছিলেন।) 

এই কপট ও অকপট অথবা যথার্থ ও অযথার্থ বিশ্বাসের কুটাভাস আর একটি সমস্যার 
সুচনা করে-_আত্ম-প্রতারণা একাধারে অনৈচ্ছিক ও এচ্ছিক বলে মনে হয়। আত্মপ্রতারক 
কখনও আত্মসচেতন নয়, নইলে সে নিজেকে প্রতারিত করতে পারেনা । আবার তার 
আত্মসচেতনতা যদি না থাকে তা হলে সে কোন অনৈচ্ছিক, অদম্য ক্ষমতার বশবর্তী 
হয়ে এরূপ আচরণ করে, এবং সেক্ষেত্রে দর্শকের দৃষ্টিতে সে অপরাধী বলে সাব্যস্ত না 
হয়ে অপরের কৃপার প্রার্থী বলে গণ্য হয়। অপর দিকে আত্মপ্রতারণাকে এচ্ছিক বলা 
যায় কারণ নানা কৌশলের অবতারণা করে কর্তা উদ্দেশ্য সাধন করে। এক কথায়, 
একে ‘deliberate dishonesty’ বা ইচ্ছাকৃত প্রবঞ্চনাও বলা DTA | 

এখন প্রশ্ন ওঠে, আত্ম-প্রতারণা প্রত্যয়টির ব্যাখ্যায় এই দুটি কুটাভাসের সমস্যা কি 
ভাবে দূর করা যায়। 

এই সমস্যার সমাধানে চার ধরণের দৃষ্টিভঙ্গী অর্থাৎ চারটি মতবাদ পাওয়া যায় 2 

(১) ফ্রয়েডের বহুসংখ্যক কর্তা মতবাদ (multiple agent theory) 

(২) সার্তের ays অধিবিদ্যার মতবাদ (dialectical metaphysics-theory) 

(৩) রাফেল ডিমসের অনুবাদাত্বক দৃষ্টিভঙ্গী (translational approach) এবং 

সর্বশেষে 
(8) হাৰ্বাৰ্ট ফিঙ্গারেটের স্ব-অঙ্গচ্ছেদক প্রকল্প (amputational model)—4& 
শেষোক্ত মতবাদটি প্রথম তিনটিরই একটি সমন্বয়। 
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১. ফ্রয়েডের বহুসংখ্যক কর্তা প্রকল্প 
ফ্রয়েডের ক্রিয়াশীলতামূলক বা গতীয় মনোবিদ্যায় (psycho-dynamic theory), 
আত্ম-প্রতারণাকে একটি সাধারণ সমস্যা হিসেবে দেখা হয়েছে যা নির্জান মনে, অর্থাৎ 
মনের গভীরতম স্তরে ব্যাপ্ত থাকে। 

ফ্ৰয়েড মানসিক যন্ত্রের গঠনে তিনটি কাল্পনিক ক্রিয়াকর্তার নাম করেছেন--অদস্‌, 
অহম এবং অধিশাস্তা। তার মতে আত্ম-প্রতারণার ক্ষেত্রে এক বা দুটি কর্তা, তৃতীয় 
কর্তাকে প্রতারণা করে। অদস্‌ অথবা অধিশাস্তা এবং অদস্‌ প্রতারণা করে অহমকে। 
এখানে একটু ব্যাখ্যার প্রয়োজন। 

প্রবৃত্তি ও অবদমিত কামনা-বাসনা নিয়ে নির্জানের যে অংশটি, গঠিত তার নাম ফ্রয়েড 
দিয়েছেন ‘অদস্‌’। যে ক্রিয়াকর্তা বাস্তবের সঙ্গে যোগাযোগ রেখে অদসের প্রবৃত্তিগত 
চাহিদার উপর নিয়ন্ত্রণ চালায় তার নাম দিয়েছেন SCAG ‘অহম’। নৈতিক ক্রিয়াগুচ্ছের 
পরিচালক- রূপে ফ্রয়েড “অধিশাস্তা'র কল্পনা করেছেন। যখন অদসের চাহিদা অত্যন্ত 
প্রবল ও ANAA ধারণ করে এবং অধিশাস্তা সজাগ হয়ে অহমের উৎকণ্ঠা (anxiety) 
উৎপন্ন করে, তখন অহম এই অবস্থার মোকাবিলার জন্য প্রতিরক্ষামূলক ব্যবস্থা 
- (detence mechanism) গ্রহণ করে। একটি প্রতিরক্ষামূলক ব্যবস্থা হল “অবদমনণ। 
(unconscious)| এখন প্রশ্ন হল যে আত্ম- প্রতারণার ক্ষেত্রে অহম যে 
প্রতিরক্ষামূলক-ব্যবস্থা ALT করে সে সম্বন্ধে সে নিজে কি করে অচেতন থাকতে পারে? 
অর্থাৎ এই প্রতিরক্ষা ব্যবস্থা সে নিজের কাছ থেকে কিভাবে লুকোতে পারে? যখন 
অদসের চাহিদা অত্যন্ত প্রবল ও ANAA ধারণ করে এবং অধিশাস্তা সজাগ হয়ে অহমের 
উৎকণ্ঠা (anxiety) উৎপন্ন করে, তখন অহম এই অবস্থার মোকাবিলার জন্য 
প্রতিরক্ষা-মূলক ব্যবস্থা (detence mechanism) গ্রহণ করে। একটি প্রতিরক্ষামূলক 
ব্যবস্থা হল ‘অবদমন’ (repression)! ফ্রয়েডের নীতি অনুসারে এ সকল 
প্রতিরক্ষা-ব্যবস্থা হলো সর্বদা “অচেতন” (unconscious) | এখন প্রশ্ন হল যে আত্ম- 
প্রতারণার ক্ষেত্রে অহম যে প্রতিরক্ষামূলক-ব্যবস্থা গ্রহণ করে সে সম্বন্ধে সে নিজে কি 
করে অচেতন থাকতে পারে? অর্থাৎ এই প্রতিরক্ষা ব্যবস্থা সে নিজের কাছ থেকে কিভাবে 
লুকোতে পারে? 

সার্ত ফ্রয়েডের বিরুদ্ধে আপত্তি তোলেন যে তার এই সহজ সমাধানের যে চূড়ান্ত 
মূল্য দিতে হয় তা হলো যে এর ফলে আত্ম-প্রতারণার প্রতিবর্ততা (reflexivity) লোপ 
পায়। অর্থাৎ, কেউ নিজে আর নিজেকে প্রতারণা করে না-_-আত্ম-প্রতারণা শুধুমাত্র 
সাধারণ প্রতারণায় পর্যবসিত হয়। ' 

সার্ত ফ্রয়েডের মতবাদের যে দ্বিতীয় ক্রটি লক্ষ্য করেন তা হলো যে নির্দোষতা 
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(innocence) এবং অপরাধ (guilt) জনিত নৈতিক কুটাভাসের সহজ সমাধান করেছেন 
ফ্রয়েড--এর একটি দিক্‌ বা অংশকে মূলতঃ ক্রিয়ার এচ্ছিকতা ও দায়বদ্ধতা অস্বীকার 
করে। অর্থাৎ, এখানে কর্তা যেন তার নির্জান মনের প্রতিযোগিতামূলক ক্ষমতার PRA 
(passive) বিষয়ী হয়ে পড়ে এবং নিজের ক্রিয়ার জন্য দায়ী হয় না। সেক্ষেত্রে এ ক্রিয়া- 
গুলি স্পষ্টতঃ তার ক্রিয়া বলে স্বীকৃত হবে না এবং সেও আর কর্তারূপে গণ্য হবে না। 


২. সার্তের aye অধিবিদ্যার মতবাদ 


ফ্রয়েডের মতবাদ সম্বন্ধে এইরূপ অসস্তষ্টি সার্তের মনে যে ধারণার সৃষ্টি করে তা হলো 
যে আত্ম-প্রতারণার কুটাভাসগুলি অসমাধানযোগ্য (unsolvable) | তিনি এই সমস্যা- 
গুলির আধিবিদ্যক (metaphysical) সমাধান দেন চেতনার দ্বান্দ্িক স্বরূপের ব্যাখ্যা 
দিয়ে। সার্তের efatiI— "consciousness is not what it is, and is what it 
is not" | আত্ম-প্রতারণরে ক্ষেত্রে প্রশ্ন ওঠে কি করে ব্যক্তি একই সময়ে সত্যকে জানে 
অথচ জানে না, বিশ্বাস করে অথচ করে না? সার্তের মতে উত্তরটি সহজ, কারণ “we 
exist in the dialectical manner of the pour soi"! সার্তের দৃষ্টিতে 
আত্ম-প্রতারণা হলো বিরুদ্ধ প্রত্যয় (contradictory concepts) গঠনের একটি কলা 
বা উপায়! ‘Mauvaise foi’ অথবা ‘bad faith’ এই সকল বিরুদ্ধ ধারণার মধ্যে 
পার্থক্য বজায় রেখে তাদের অভিন্নতা (identity) স্বীকার করে। সার্তের মতে আত্ম- 
প্রতারণার মূল হলো দায়িত্ব গ্রহণে অস্বীকৃতি (the disavowal of responsibility) | 
তিনি একে নিদ্রার অবস্থার সঙ্গে তুলনা করেছেন এবং এটি যে আমাদের সত্তার একটি 
স্বতঃস্ফূর্ত নির্ধারণ (spontaneous determination of our 09108) এইরূপ 
চিহ্নিত করেছেন। তাঁর মতে আত্ম-প্রতারণার উৎপত্তি সর্বতোভাবে কোন এচ্ছিক ঘটনা 
পরবর্তীকালে যা ঘটে তা হলো উদ্দেশ্য প্রণোদিত আত্মপ্রকাশ (motivated self- 
expression) | 

কিন্তু এই একক, সমগ্র চেতনা কি করে একই সঙ্গে বিশ্বীস-অবিশ্বাস, জ্ঞান-অজ্ঞান 
অবস্থায় থাকতে পারে? এর উত্তরে সার্ত বলেন যে "Mauvaise foi’ -IA গঠন হলো 
সন্তার বক্ষে অন্তর্নিহিত বিভাজন (inner disintegration in the heart of 
being) | অর্থাৎ, এককথায় সার্তের দৃষ্টিতে আত্ম প্রতারণা হলো একটি অপরিহার্য সত্য 
(inescapable truth) | | 

আমরা পূর্বে দেখেছি যে মনস্তাত্বিক-নৈতিক কুটাভাসের মতে আত্ম-প্রতারণা এচ্ছিক 
এবং অনৈচ্ছিক ও আত্ম-প্রতারকও একই সঙ্গে দোষী এবং নির্দোষ । এই ধরণের সমস্যায় 
সার্তের সমাধান কিন্তু সমর্থনযোগ্য নয় কারণ তিনি কুটাভাসের একটি দিককে অস্বীকার 
করেন-__অর্থাৎ, ফ্রয়েডের নীতির ঠিক বিপরীত দিকটি। তার মতে আত্ম-প্রতারণা সম্পূর্ণ 
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এচ্ছিক সুতরাং অক্ষমনীয় বা অমার্জনীয়। কিন্তু এই সমাধান নৈতিকতার দিক থেকে 
গ্রহণযোগ্য নয় কারণ যদি আত্ম-প্রতারণা আধিবিদ্যকভাবে অপরিহার্ধ্য হয় তাহলে সেটি 
আমাদের এচ্ছিক ক্ষমতার আওতায় পড়েনা এবং নৈতিকতার বিচারে আত্মপ্রতারক দোষী 
বা নিন্দার্হ নয়। 


v. রাফেল ডিমস-এর অনুবাদীত্বক দৃষ্টিভঙ্গী 
কারণ তার মতে কেউ-ই সত্য সত্যই নিজেকে প্রতারণা করে না। আমরা যখন আত্ম- 
প্রতারণার কথা বলি তখন রূপকাত্মক (metaphorically) অর্থেই বলে থাকি। 
আক্ষরিক অর্থে আমরা যা বলতে চাই তা কিন্তু ভিন্ন। যেমন, আমরা বোঝাতে চাই 
যে কোন ব্যক্তির বিশ্বাসগুলি স্পষ্টতঃ প্রমাণ বা সাক্ষ্যের বিপরীত-_অর্থাৎ, ভুল সিদ্ধান্তে 
পৌঁছেছে, অথবা এই ব্যক্তি তার বিশ্বাস ও অবিশ্বাসের মধ্যে দোদুল্যমান, অথবা উক্ত 
ব্যক্তিটি বিরুদ্ধ তথ্যগুলির প্রকৃত অনুধাবন করেনি। 

হার্বার্ট ফিঙ্গারেট তার :9917-9০9000], গ্রন্থটিতে বিশদভাবে আলোচনা করে 
দেখান যে আত্ম-প্রতারণা প্রত্যয়টিকে অন্য কিছুতে অনুবাদ করার প্রচেষ্টাশুলি একটি 
গুরুত্বপূর্ণ প্রশ্নের উত্তর দিতে অক্ষম। অর্থাৎ, এই “অন্য বস্তুটি’ যেমন, ভুল সিদ্ধান্তে 
উপনীত হওয়া বা বিশ্বাস-অবিশ্বাসের মধ্যে দোদুল্যমান হওয়া, অথবা বিরুদ্ধ তথ্যগুলির 
অনুধাবন না করা -এ সকল আচরণগুলি কি জ্ঞাত (known) না অনভিপ্রেত 
(inadvertent)? এই প্রশ্নের যথাযথ উত্তর হবে “উভয়ই” এবং সঙ্গে সঙ্গে আবার আমরা 
পূর্বেকার কুটাভাসে ফিরে যাব। 
৪. ফিঙ্গারেটের স্ব-অঙ্গচ্ছেদক আদর্শ পদ্ধতি 
এই মতবাদে বিশ্বীস-অবিশ্বাসের জ্ঞানমূলক আদর্শনীতিকে উপেক্ষা করে আত্ম- 
প্রতারণার ক্ষেত্রে এঁচ্ছিক-ক্রিয়া-আদর্শনীতিকে উপস্থাপিত করা হয়েছে। অর্থাৎ, 
ফিঙ্গারেট মনস্তাত্বিক-নৈতিক কুটাভাসকে মুখ্য বলে মনে করেছেন। তিনি আত্ম- 
করেছেন। এর কারণ, ফিঙ্গারেট মনে করেন ব্যক্তির নিজের নৈতিক প্রতিরূপ (moral 
image) এবং নিজের আচরণের যথার্থ ধারা (actual pattern of action)-এর মধ্যে 
রয়েছে একটি যন্ত্রণাদায়ক দ্বন্দ্ব। তাই এই আচরণের সঙ্গে অনৈতিকভাবে নিযুক্ত থেকেও 
এই দ্বন্দের সমাধান করতে আত্মপ্রতারক অস্বীকার করেন যে সেগুলি তার নিজের ক্রিয়া। 
তিনি যেন অস্বীকার করে বলেন “ওটা প্রকৃত আমি নই’ (That's not real me) এবং 
এই সঙ্গে নিজের সেই অংশটুকু একটি বিরুদ্ধ বা বিরোধী শক্তি (alien force) হিসেবে 
স্বীকার করে। এই নীতি অনুযায়ী আত্ম-প্রতারণা স্ব-অঙ্গচ্ছেদের দ্বারাই অনুষ্ঠিত হয়। 

ফিঙ্গারেটের প্রস্তাবিত এই আকর্ষণীয় নীতিট একাধারে ফ্রয়েডের অহমের 
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প্রতিরক্ষামূলক ব্যবস্থার প্রত্যয়টি এবং সার্তের আত্মার ধারণাটির একটি ব্যঞ্জনাপূর্ণ সমন্বয় 
(suggestive synthesis) | কিন্তু ফিঙ্গারেট জ্ঞানমূলক আদর্শনীতিকে উপেক্ষা করায় 
আমাদের জ্ঞানমূলক বিশ্বাস-অবিশ্বাসের কূটাভাসের সম্মুখীন হতে হয়। এছাড়া 
ফিঙ্গারেটে মতবাদ ফ্রয়েড ও সার্ত-এর মতবাদের মত একই দোষে দুষ্ট-_অর্থাৎ, তাদের 
দৃষ্টিতে সকল আত্মপ্রতারণার দৃষ্টাত্তগুলি হলো নৈতিক আত্মপ্রতারণা, যা লজ্জা 
(shame)-4s দ্বারা প্রণোদিত। যদিও এই ধরণের আত্ম-প্রতারণার দৃষ্টাস্তগুলি 
সর্বাপেক্ষা গুরুতর ও আপত্তিজনক, তথাপি এটাই একমাত্র ধরণের আত্ম-প্রতারণা নয়। 
যেমন, যদি কোন স্ত্রী তার স্বামীর যুদ্ধক্ষেত্রে মৃত্যুর সংবাদটি বিশ্বাস করতে অস্বীকার 
করে অথবা কোন ধর্মোন্মত্ত ব্যক্তি অলৌকিক ঘটনার বিরুদ্ধে সাক্ষ্য বা প্রমাণ গ্রহণে 
কিন্তু নৈতিক দায়িত্বগ্রহণে অস্বীকার করার জন্য নয়। 

এমনকি নৈতিক আত্ম-প্রতারণার ক্ষেত্রেও ফিঙ্গারেট, ফ্রয়েড এবং সার্তের ন্যায় দুই 
ধরণের ঘটনার মধ্যে পার্থক্য করেননি যেমন, যে সকল ক্ষেত্রে কর্তা কৃতকর্মের জন্য 
ক্ষমা প্রার্থনা করে এই বলে যে সেগুলো সে বশীভূত হয়ে অথবা বাধ্য হয়ে সম্পাদিত 
করেছে, এবং যে সকল ক্ষেত্রে কর্তা নিজেকে প্রতারিত করে এই ভেবে যে স্বয়ংকৃত 
কর্মগুলি ন্যায়সঙ্গত যদিও অপরের দৃষ্টিতে সেগুলো স্পষ্টতঃই অনৈতিক। এই দ্বিতীয় 
ধরণের ক্ষেত্রগুলি হলো যেখানে কর্তা তার কর্মগুলির একটি যৌক্তিকতা খৌজে--অর্থাৎ 
rationalise করে। 

ফিঙ্গারেটের ব্যাখ্যার বিরুদ্ধে মূল আপত্তি হলো যে এই মতবাদ আমাদের পুনরায় 
অক্ষমতা’--কি সত্যই অক্ষমতা সুতরাং অনৈচ্ছিক, অথবা তা শুধুই অসম্মতি--ফেক্ষেত্রে 
এই অসম্মতিকে এচ্ছিক ধরা যায়? এক কথায়, কর্তা কি যথাথই বিশ্বাস করে যে এ 
অঙ্গীকারগুলি তার নিজের নয়, না কি শুধুমাত্র ভাণ করে? অথবা, সে কি বিশ্বাস করে যে 
কোন অদম্য শক্তির ছারা সে বাধাপ্রাপ্ত হয়ে অকপট স্বীকারে অক্ষম, না কি ইচ্ছাকৃত ভাবেই 
সে তা পরিহার করে? এখানে আবার উক্ত মনস্তাত্বিক-নৈতিক কৃটাভাস দেখা দেয়। 

এই কুটাভাসের সমাধানের একটি প্রচেষ্টা করা যায় AT. Melden এবং A.C. 
Danto-3 প্রবর্তিত ‘মুখ্য’ (basic) এবং -JA বা গৌণ (non-basic) কর্মের মধ্যে 
পার্থক্যটি স্মরণ করে। 

Danto-3t মতে “মুখ্য, কর্মগুলি হলো সেই সকল কর্ম যা সম্পন্ন করতে অন্য কোন 
কর্ম করার প্রয়োজন হয় না যেমন, হাত তোলা, আঙ্গুল চালানো, পা ছোঁড়া ইত্যাদি। 
‘অ-মুখ্য’ কর্মগুলি সম্পন্ন করতে হয় মুখ্য কর্মগুলির সাহায্যে--যেমন দরজা খোলা বা 
বন্ধ করা, আলো জ্বালানো ইত্যাদি। 
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উক্ত কুটাভাসগুলি অসমাধানেয় বলে মনে হয় কারণ আত্ম পরীক্ষা (self scrutiny) 
এবং আত্ম-প্রতারণারপ ক্রিয়াগুলি সাক্ষাৎ (direct) বা মুখ্য কর্ম ধরা হয়। কিন্তু Gilbert 
Ryle তার "The Concept of 71707 -প্রন্থে বলেছেন যে কেউ সাক্ষাৎ, সহজ বা 
মুখ্য উপায়ে নিজেকে পরীক্ষা করতে পারে না কারণ সেক্ষেত্রে পরীক্ষক বা জ্ঞাতা একই 
সময়ে নিজ পরীক্ষার বিষয় (জ্ঞেয়) হতে পারে না। অনুরূপভাবে, কেউ নিজের কাছে 
সরাসরি বা সাক্ষাৎভাবে নিজেকে বঞ্চনা করতে পারে না। কেউ তার অতীত বা ভবিষ্যত 
সত্তা সম্বন্ধে চিন্তা করতে পারে-_কিন্তু এই সকল ক্রিয়ার ক্ষেত্রে বিষয়ী এবং বিষয় এক 
ও অভিন্ন নয়। 

আত্ম-প্রতারণাকে “অ-মুখ্য' বা জটিল ক্রিয়া রূপে দেখা যায় যেখানে “ক-ব্যক্তি' 
নিজের মধ্যে একটা পরিবর্তন আনে তার যন্ত্রণাদায়ক জ্ঞানের অবস্থাকে আনন্দদায়ক 
অজ্ঞানতার অবস্থায় (blissful ignorance) রূপান্তরিত করে এবং এই পরিবর্তন 
সাধিত হয় তার পরিবেশ ও প্রমাণগুলির সু-বিন্যাসের ছারা, যার ফলে সে যা কিছু 
বিস্মৃত হতে চায় সে তা পারে এবং তার আশেপাশের কোন কিছুই তাকে তার কষ্ট 
দায়ক ঘটনাগুলি স্মরণ করিয়ে দেয় না। যেমন, কোন নির্যাতিত, দুঃখী গৃহিণী সিনেমা 
দেখতে যায় তার যন্ত্রণাগুলিকে ভোলবার জন্য। এই সকল ক্ষেত্রে জ্ঞানমূলক 
কৃটাভাসটির সহজ সমাধান হয় কারণ, ব্যক্তি একই সময়ে বিশ্বাস ও অবিশ্বাস করে 
না- কিন্ত বিশ্বাস করে বা জানে এক সময় ও অবিশ্বাস করে বা ভুলে যায় আর এক 
সময়ে। সেই রূপ মনস্তাত্বিক-নৈতিক কুটাভাসেরও সমাধান হয়--কারণ আত্ম- 
প্রতারককে বর্ণনা করা যায় যে সে স্বেচ্ছায় এবং অন্যায়ভাবেই যন্ত্রণাদায়ক তথ্যগুলি 
সম্বন্ধে অজ্ঞ অবস্থায় থাকে এবং তার পরিবেশ ও প্রমাণগুলিকে এমনভাবে সুবিন্যস্ত 
করে যে তার অজ্ঞতা বা বিস্মৃতিপূর্ণ অবস্থা যেন অনৈচ্ছিকভাবেই তার মধ্যে 
অনুপ্রবেশিত (induced) হয়, তারই বিন্যাসিত পরিবেশের ছারা। কাজেই 
আত্ম-প্রতারিত ব্যক্তি একই সঙ্গে এচ্ছিক ও অনৈচ্ছিক ক্রিয়া সম্পন্ন করে। 

এখানে একটি স্বাভাবিক আপত্তি উঠতে পারে যে দুটি বিষয়ে একটি পার্থক্য করা 
উচিৎ যেমন, যে ব্যক্তি সচেতন ও ইচ্ছাকৃতভাবে বিস্মৃতির জগতে থাকতে চায়, এবং 
আত্ম- প্রতারিত ব্যক্তি যে নিজের আচরণ-সন্বন্ধে শুধু যে অ-সচেতন তাই নয়, সে 
অস্বীকারও করে যে সে ইচ্ছাকৃতভাবে নিজের মধ্যে অজ্ঞতা ও বিস্মৃতিপূর্ণ অবস্থার সৃষ্টি 
করে। এই আপত্তির উত্তরে আত্ম-প্রতারণার ক্ষেত্রে দুটি স্তরের কথা বলা চলে 
যেমন- প্রথম পর্যায় (first order) এবং দ্বিতীয় পর্যায় (second order)! 

প্রথম পর্যায় ই এই পর্যায়ে ব্যক্তি নিজের মধ্যে একটি পরিবর্তন আনার চেষ্টা করে 

(এমনকি সকল প্রমাণ বা সাক্ষ্যের বিরোধিতা করেও)। 

দ্বিতীয় পর্যায় £ এই পর্যায়ে, ব্যক্তি নিজের ও অপরের কাছে যথার্থভাবেই অস্বীকার 

করে যে সে প্রথম পর্যায়ের আত্ম-প্রতারণায় নিযুক্ত আছে। 
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এই দুটি পর্যায়ের একটু ব্যাখ্যার প্রয়োজন। প্রথম পর্যায়ের আত্ম-প্রতারণা প্রকল্পটি 
কতকগুলি মুখ্য ক্রিয়ার সাহায্যে কিছুকাল ধরে সম্পাদিত হয়-_সুতরাং এটিকে “অ-মুখ্য? 
(non-basic) ক্রিয়া বলা চলে। | 

দ্বিতীয় পর্যায়ের আত্ম-প্রতারণা হলো প্রথম পর্যায়ের প্রকল্পের অনুধাবনে যথার্থভাবে 
নিবৃত্ত থাকা (refraining from doing) | এটিকে একটি মুখ্য ক্রিয়া বলা চলে। কোন 
ক্রিয়া করা থেকে নিবৃত্ত থাকাকে একটি মুখ্য ক্রিয়া বলা যায় কারণ, এই সকল ক্রিয়া 
করতে যদিও আমরা অ-সচেতন থাকি এই অর্থে যে আমরা সেগুলি অনুধাবন করি 
না বা পরবর্তীকালে বিস্মৃত হই, তবুও কর্তা এক অর্থে জানে যে সে কি করছে। যেমন, 
টাইপরাইটারে আঙ্গুল চালানো বা গাড়ি চালানোর সময়ে CATH পা দেওয়া। 

এই ধরনের কর্মে নিবৃত্তি (act of omission) প্রথম পর্যায়ের প্রকল্পে দীর্ঘ সময় 
ALG চলে। এই এচ্ছিক অনবধান বা কর্মে নিবৃত্তি প্রকৃতপক্ষে হলো সেই সকল প্রমাণের 
প্রতি অনুধাবন না করার প্রবণতা যেগুলি বেদনাদায়ক তথ্যগুলিকে সমর্থন বা অনুমোদন 
করে। এইরূপ নিবৃত্ত থাকার ফলে অপ্রীতিকর ও বেদনাদায়ক তথ্যগুলি বিস্মৃত ও সমাধিস্থ 
হয়। কিন্ত এই ধরণের প্রকল্প সম্পাদন করতে প্রয়োজন হয় বুদ্ধি এবং বিপদ সম্বন্ধে 
সচেতনতা | 

এর থেকে কি প্রমাণিত হয় যে ব্যক্তি প্রথম পর্যায়ের আত্ম-প্রতারণা প্রকল্পটি সম্বন্ধে 
সম্পূর্ণ সচেতন থাকে? আমাদের দৃষ্টান্তে, অজয়বাবু তার স্ত্রী পরপুরুষে আসক্তি সম্বন্ধে 
অনুসন্ধানে নিবৃত্ত থাকেন তখনই যখন তার সেই সম্বন্ধে যথেষ্ট সচেতনতা থাকে৷ 

এখানে মনোযোগ সম্বন্ধে দু-একটি কথা বলে আমার এই নিবন্ধটি শেষ করব। ব্যক্তি 
যে বিষয় সম্বন্ধে সম্পূর্ণ সচেতন থাকে সেটি তার মনোযোগের অগোচরে থাকে না। 
যে বিষয়টি সম্বন্ধে তার সংশয় থাকে বা সেটি তার মনোযোগের গণ্ডী বা পরিধিতে 
থাকে সেটি অনুধাবন করতে তুল AA | সত্যত্ঞনকে এড়িয়ে চলা বা তাতে নিবৃত্ত থাকার 
মধ্যেই রয়েছে আত্ম-প্রতারণার করুণ রস বা pathos | তাই জ্ঞান অন্বেষণের তুলনায় 
আত্ম- প্রতারণার ক্ষেত্রে বুদ্ধি ও পারদর্শিতার প্রয়োজন থাকে কম। 
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অদ্বৈতবেদান্তে জাতি ও সামান্য-_-একটি সমীক্ষা 
কৃষ্ণা চ্যাটার্জী 


এই প্রবন্ধে অদ্বৈতবেদাস্ত দর্শনের প্রেক্ষিতে জাতি ও সামান্যের স্বরূপ নিরূপণ করা 
হবে। আচার্য শঙ্কর হলেন অদ্বৈতবেদাস্তের প্রধান প্রবক্তা । বেদান্তের শ্রুতি ও স্মৃতি 
্রস্থানে অদ্বৈতব্ৰন্মাতত্ব প্রতিপাদিত হলেও ভাষ্যকার শঙ্করই সর্বপ্রথম ন্যায়ের মাধ্যমে 
অদ্বৈত তত্ব উপপাদন করেছেন। আচার্য শঙ্কর ও তার অনুগামীরা fret, নির্বিকার, 
নিরূপাধিক ব্রন্মাকেই একমাত্র সত্যবস্তু বলেছেন। | PHS যাবতীয় দৃশ্য বস্তু, Ws 
দর্শন অজ্ঞানকল্লিত। অদ্বৈতসিদ্ধান্তে পারমার্থিক, ব্যবহারিক ও প্রাতিভাসিক-_এই ব্রিবিধ 
সত্তা স্বীকৃত হলেও পারমার্থিক সত্য বস্তুই একমাত্র নিরপেক্ষ সত্য বস্তু | প্রাতিভাসিক 
ও ব্যাবহারিক সদ্বস্ত আপেক্ষিক সত্য। অলীকের অপেক্ষায় প্রাতিভাসিক বস্তুকে এবং 
প্রাতিভাসিক বস্তুর তুলনায় ব্যাবহারিক বস্তুকে অদৈতবেদাস্তীগণ ‘সৎ’ বলে থাকেন। 
সমস্ত বস্তুই নিজ নিজ স্তরে সত্য। কিন্তু প্রাতিভাসিক ও ব্যাবহারিক বস্তু অপেক্ষাকৃত 
উচ্চস্তরে মিথ্যা বলে গণ্য হয়ে থাকে। তবে স্বাপ্রিক বস্তু বা ব্যাবহারিক বস্তুর সত্তা 
ব্ৰহ্ম থেকে বিষম হলেও Vat aa থেকে অতিরিক্ত নয়। 

অদ্বৈতবাদীগণ একমাত্র ব্রন্মাকে নিত্য সত্য বস্তু বলে থাকেন। সুতরাং তারা অনেক 
ব্যক্তিতে সমবেত কোন জাতিরূপ ধর্ম স্বীকার করেন না। লক্ষণ ও প্রমাণের দ্বারা বস্তু 
সিদ্ধ হয়। প্রমেয় বস্তু প্রমাণের অধীন ও প্রমাণ লক্ষণের অধীন বলে প্রথমে লক্ষ্য বস্তুর 
লক্ষণ ও পরে এ বিষয়ে প্রমাণ প্রদর্শিত হয়ে থাকে। শ্রীহর্য প্রমুখ অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তের 
আচার্যগণ সামান্য খণ্ডনের অভিপ্রায়ে সামান্যের সম্ভাব্য সকল লক্ষণ খণ্ডন করেছেন। 
শ্রীহর্ষের খণ্ডনখণ্ডখাদ্য গ্রস্থের দ্বারা অনুপ্রাণিত হয়ে আচার্য চিৎসুখ তীর 
প্রত্যক্তত্ত্ব-প্রদীপিকা গ্রন্থে জাতি খণ্ডনের অভিপ্রায়ে জাতির পাঁচটি লক্ষণ উদ্ভাবন করে 
খণ্ডন করেছেন। তার মতে জাতিবাদীর দৃষ্টিতে কে) জাতি অনুবৃত্ত জ্ঞানের কারণ হবে, 
খে) অনুবৃত্ত জ্ঞান যে বিষয়ে হয় তাই জাতি, (গ) অথবা উহা অনুবৃত্ত ধর্ম স্বরূপ, 
(x) অথবা উহা নিত্যত্ব যুক্ত অনুবৃত্তত্ব, ডে) কিংবা উহা নিত্য এবং অনেক ব্যক্তিতে 
সমবেত স্বরূপ AAP চিৎসুখ বলেন, জাতিবাদীদের সম্মত উক্ত পাঁচটি লক্ষণের 
কোনটিই যুক্তিসঙ্গত নয়। অনুবৃত্ত প্রত্যয়ের কারণকে জাতি বললে এ লক্ষণ অতিব্যাপ্তি 
দোষে দুষ্ট হবে। সামগ্রী উহার সকল একদেশে থাকে বলে উহা অনুবৃত্ত প্রত্যয়ের কারণ 
হয়। সুতরাং অনুবৃত্ত প্রত্যয়ের কারণ জাতির লক্ষণ হলে উহা ANENG অতিব্যাপ্ত হয়। 
আবার সামগ্রী ও উহার একদেশে ধর্মাদিও অনুবৃত্ত জ্ঞানের কারণ হয়। 
নয়নপ্রসাদিনীকারের মতে এখানে সাধারণ এবং অসাধারণ কারণ বিবক্ষিত; বিষয়রূপে 
অনুবৃত্ত জ্ঞানের কারণ এখানে বিবক্ষিত নয়।২ যেমন, 'অয়ং গৌঃ এই বিশিষ্ট ব্যবহারের 
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ক্ষেত্রে গো ব্যক্তিও বিষয়রূপে কারণ হয়ে থাকে। কিন্তু উহা অনুবৃত্ত জ্ঞানের কারণ 
হয় না। কাজেই অনুবৃত্ত জ্ঞানের কারণকে জাতি বললে সামগ্রী বা উহার একদেশে 
জাতি লক্ষণের অতিপ্রসঙ্গ নয়।* এইজন্যই উহা জাতির লক্ষণ হতে পারে না। 

চিৎসুখ জাতির পূর্বোক্ত দ্বিতীয় লক্ষণটিও পরিহার করেছেন। দ্বিতীয় লক্ষণে বলা 
হয়েছে, যা অনুবৃত্ত জ্ঞানে প্রমাণ উহাই জাতি। জাতিবাদীরা বলেন, অনুগত আকারের 
ফলে অনুগত জ্ঞান উৎপন্ন হয় এবং অনুগত জ্ঞান উৎপন্ন হয় বলেই নানা ব্যক্তিতে 
অনুগত ধর্ম স্বীকৃত হয়ে থাকে। কাজেই অনুগত জ্ঞানই জাতি স্বীকারের প্রমাণ। কিন্তু 
চিৎসুখ বলেন, যা অনুগত জ্ঞান বিষয়ে প্রমাণ তাকে জাতির লক্ষণ বললে এ লক্ষণ 
অতিব্যাপ্তি দোষে দুষ্ট হবে। GAGS জ্ঞান যেমন জাতি বিষয়ে প্রমাণ হয় তেমনই 
সামশ্রীও উহার একদেশেরও প্রমাণ ae অনুবৃত্ত জ্ঞান যেমন কারণরূপে জাতির 
অনুমাপক হয়, সেরূপ সামগ্রীও উহার একদেশেরও অনুমাপক হয়।€ সুতরাং এই দ্বিতীয় 
লক্ষণটি জাতিতে AIRS হলেও সামগ্রীও উহার একদেশে অগ্নিত হওয়ায় অতিব্যাপ্তি. 
অনিবার্য হবে। 

চিৎসুখ বলেছেন, অনুবৃত্তত্বরূপ জাতির তৃতীয় লক্ষণটিও যুক্তিগ্রাহ্য হবে atl 
অনুবৃত্তত্বকে জাতির লক্ষণ বললে উহা সংযোগ, বিভাগ প্রভৃতিতে অতিব্যাপ্ত হবে। 
অনুবৃত্তি বলতে “অনেক থাকা’ এরূপ অর্থ বোঝায়। সংযোগ, বিভাগ প্রভৃতি গুণও 
অনেকবৃত্তি। সংযোগের স্থলে অনুযোগী ও প্রতিযোগী- এই দ্বিবিধ সংযোগী থাকে। 
সংযোগ উভয় সম্বন্ধীতে সমবায় সম্বন্ধে বর্তমান থাকে। অনুরূপভাবে বিভাগও বিভক্ত 
দ্রব্যে সমবেত থাকে। সুতরাং সংযোগ, বিভাগ প্রভৃতি গুণ অনেকবৃত্তি হওয়ায় উহাতে 
অনুবৃত্তত্বরূপ জাতি লক্ষণের অতিপ্রসঙ্গ হয়।* এইজন্য চিৎসুখ এই লক্ষণটি পরিহার 
করেছেন। 

জাতিবাদীরা প্রায়শঃই নিত্যত্ব বিশিষ্ট অনুবৃত্তত্বকে জাতির লক্ষণ বলে থাকেন। কিন্তু 
এই লক্ষণটিও দৌষরহিত নয়। কারণ পরমাণুসমূহে লক্ষণের অতিপ্রসঙ্গ হয়।' জাতি- 
বাদীগণ পরমাণুসমূহকে মূল উপাদান কারণ বলেন। পরমাণু থেকে ছ্যণুকাদি কার্ষদ্রব্য 
উৎপন্ন হয়। পরমাণুসমূহ ছ্যণুকাদি অনেক কার্যে থাকে। এইজন্যই উহাদিগকে “অনেক- 
কার্যবৃত্তি বলা চলে। পরমাণুসমূহ নিত্য ও অনেকবৃত্তি হওয়ায় উহাতে জাতিলক্ষণের 
ব্যভিচার পরিলক্ষিত হয়। তাছাড়া সমবায় সম্বন্ধেও এই লক্ষণের অতিব্যাপ্তি অনিবার্য 
হবে।” কারণ সমবায় সম্বন্ধ নিত্য এবং উহা অনেক সমবায়ীতে স্বরূপ সম্বন্ধে থাকে। 
প্রসঙ্গতঃ উল্লেখযোগ্য যে, একদেশী নৈয়ায়িক নিত্যসংযোগ স্বীকার করেন। আত্মা ও 
মন, এই দুটি নিত্য দ্রব্যের সংযোগকে তীরা নিত্য বলেন। এই সংযোগ যেমন নিত্যত্ব 
বিশিষ্ট তেমনই উহা অনুবৃত্তত্ববিশিক্টও 'বটে। যেহেতু উহা অনেকসংযোগী দ্রব্যে থাকে। 
এইসকল কারণে চিৎসুখাচার্য জাতির এই চতুর্থ লক্ষণটিও পরিহার করেছেন। 
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চিৎসুখ ততুপ্রদীপিকা গ্রন্থে নিত্য, এক ও অনেকসমবেতত্বকে জাতির পঞ্চম লক্ষণ 
রূপে পরিহার করেছেন। কিরণাবলীকার উদয়নাচার্য নিত্য, এক ও অনেকবৃত্তিত্বকে 
জাতির নির্দুষ্ট লক্ষণ বলে সিদ্ধান্ত করেছেন।৯ পরবর্তী জাতিবাদীরা নিত্য, এক, 
অনেকেতে সমবায় সম্বন্ধে বর্তমানত্বকে জাতির লক্ষণ বলে গ্রহণ করেছেন। লক্ষণোক্ত 
“অনেক সমবেত” পদটির অর্থ কোনমতেই নিরূপণযোগ্য নয়! এখানে অনেকসমবেত 
পদটির অর্থ নিয়ে তিনটি বিকল্প গৃহীত হতে পারে--অনেকত্ব সংখ্যা RACE সমবেত 
অথবা আশ্রয়ের প্রতিযোগিকভেদের অধিকরণে সমবেত অথবা নিজের আশ্রয়ের 
প্রতিযোগিকভেদের অধিকরণে সমবেত। এই তিনটি বিকল্পের মধ্যে প্রথম বিকল্পটি 
যুক্তিগ্রাহ্য নয়। কারণ ety ও why জাতিতে এই জাতিলক্ষণের অব্যাপ্তি হয়।১০ 
জাতিবাদীর মতে একমাত্র UBS সংখ্যার অধিকরণ হয়, যেহেতু সংখ্যা একপ্রকার গুণ। 
গুণ ও কর্মে সংখ্যা থাকে না বলে উহারা সংখ্যার অধিকরণ হতে পারে না। সুতরাং 
.অনেকত্ব সংখ্যা বিশিষ্টে যা সমবায় সম্বন্ধে থাকে উহাকে জাতিবাদীরা জাতির লক্ষণ 
বলতে পারবেন না। দ্বিতীয় কল্পটিও গ্রহণযোগ্য হবে না। কারণ আশ্রয়ের প্রতিযোগিক 
ভেদের অধিকরণে যা সমবেত উহাকে জাতি বললে অস্ত্যবিশেষ ও পরমাণুসমূহের 
রূপে অতিব্যাপ্তি হয়।১১ কারণ অস্ত্যবিশেষ নিত্য এবং উহা নিজের ও নিত্যদ্রব্যসমূহের 
ভেদক। যৎকিঞ্চিৎ গুণাদিকে আশ্রয় ধরলে উহার প্রতিযোগিক ভেদ নিত্য দ্রব্যসমূহে 
থাকবে এবং উহাতে বিশেষ সমবায় সম্বন্ধে থাকে বলে বিশেষে জাতিলক্ষণের 
অতিপ্রসঙ্গ হবে। অনুরূপভাবে পরমাণুর রূপেও এই লক্ষণের ব্যভিচার পরিলক্ষিত হয়। 
যৎকিঞ্চিৎ গুণাদিকে আশ্রয় ধরলে উহার প্রতিযোগিক ভেদ পরমাণুসমূহে থাকবে। 
্বাশ্রয়প্রতিযোগিক ভেদের অধিকরণ পরমাণুসমূহে পরমাণুর রূপ সমবায় সম্বন্ধে থাকে 
এবং উহা নিত্যও বটে। সুতরাং পরমাণুর রূপে জাতিলক্ষণের অতিব্যাপ্তি অনিবার্ধ। 

পূর্বোক্ত তৃতীয় বিকল্পটিও গ্রহণযোগ্য নয়। কারণ নিজের আশ্রয়ের প্রতিযোগিক 
ভেদের অধিকরণে যা সমবেত তাকে জাতি বললে লক্ষণোক্ত ‘স্ব’ শব্দের দ্বারা জাতিকেই 
বুঝতে হবে। এইভাবে জাতির লক্ষণ জাতিঘটিত হওয়ায় আত্মাশ্রয় দোষের প্রসঙ্গ হবে।১২ 

চিৎসুখ পূর্বোক্ত জাতির পঞ্চম লক্ষণটি খন্ডন প্রসঙ্গে বলেছেন, লক্ষণে যে “নিত্য” 
পদটি প্রযুক্ত হয়েছে তার অর্থ কোনভাবেই নিরূপণযোগ্য হবে না। এখানে তিনি 
নিত্যত্বের তিনটি সম্ভাব্য লক্ষণ বিধৃত করেছেন। নিত্য বলতে বোঝায় নিজের নাশের 
দ্বারা অনুপলক্ষিত এমন সত্তার সাথে যার যোগ রয়েছে কিংবা যা ধ্বংসের প্রতিযোগিত্বের 
অধিকরণ হয় না অথবা যা নিজের ধ্বংসের প্রতিযোগিত্বের অনধিকরণ হয়।১৩ এই 
Weis] বিকল্পের মধ্যে প্রথম বিকল্পটি গ্রহণযোগ্য নয়। নিজের নাশের দ্বারা যা উপলক্ষিত 
নয় এমন সত্তার সাথে যার সম্বন্ধ আছে তাকে নিত্য বললে আলোচ্য লক্ষণটি আত্মাশ্রয় 
দোষে দুষ্ট হবে। যেহেতু জাতি কখনও জাতির অধিকরণ হয় না।১৪ তাছাড়া, আত্মা 
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প্রভৃতি নিত্য দ্রব্যে এই নিত্য লক্ষণটির অব্যাপ্তির প্রসঙ্গ হবে। আত্মা প্রভৃতি নিত্য দ্রব্যের 
সত্তা ঘটাদি অনিত্য বস্তুর নাশের দ্বারা উপলক্ষিত হয়ে থাকে ।১৫ 

নিত্যের যে দ্বিতীয় লক্ষণটি প্রদর্শিত হয়েছে তাও যুক্তিগ্রাহ্য নয়। এস্থলে পুনরায় 
প্রশ্ন হবে লক্ষণে যে ধ্বংসের প্রতিযোগিত্বের অনধিকরণকে নিত্য বলা হয়েছে সেস্থলে 
প্রতিযোগিত্ব বলতে কিরূপ অর্থ বিবক্ষিত হবে, যার অনধিকরণ নিত্য হবে? এখানে 
ধ্বংসের প্রতিযোগিত্ব বলতে ধ্বংসের নিরূপকত্ব কিংবা ধ্বংসের সাথে অনবস্থিতত্ব অর্থ 
হতে পারে। প্রথম পক্ষটি স্বীকার করলে লক্ষণটি অসম্ভব হবে। প্রতিযোগিত্ব শব্দের 
নিরূপকত্ব অর্থ মানলে ঘটের ধ্বংসস্থলে ঘটকে এঁ ধ্বংসের নিরূপক বলা হয়। তেমনই 
জাতি থেকে ধ্বংস ভিন্ন-এরূপ বললে জাতিও ধ্বংসের নিরূপক হবে। সুতরাং ঘটে 
যেমন ঘট ধ্বংসের নিরূপকতা থাকে তেমনই জাতিতেও ধ্বংসের নিরূপকতা স্বীকার 
করতে হয়। অথচ জাতি কখনও জাতিধবংসের নিরূপকত্বের অনধিকরণ হয় না, বরং 
অধিকরণ হয়।১৬ দ্বিতীয় বিকল্পটিও যুক্তিসহ নয়। ধ্বংসের সাথে অনবস্থিতত্ব যদি 
ততপ্রতিযোগিত্বের অর্থ হয় তাহলে ধ্বংসের অনধিকরণত্বই নিত্য পদের অর্থ হবে। 
কোনও ঘট অংশতঃ ভেঙে গেলে এ ভগ্ন ঘটের কপালে ঘটের অভাব থাকে । ইহার 
ফলে এ ঘটটি ঘটধবংসের প্রতিযোগী হবে। কিন্তু we, বৃক্ষ প্রভৃতি পার্থিব দ্রব্যে সত্তা, 
Boy, পৃথিবীত্ব প্রভৃতি ঘটধ্বংসের সাথে অসমানাধিকরণত্বের অনধিকরণ না হওয়ায় 
2 পক্ষটি চিৎসুখ পরিহার করেছেন।১৭ 

চিৎসুখ আরও বলেছেন যে, নিজের ধ্বংসের প্রতিযোগিত্বের অনধিকরণকেও নিত্য 
বলা সংগত হবে না। কারণ জাতি নিত্য । উহার ধ্বংস অপ্রসিদ্ধ বলে তার প্রতিযোগী 
অসিদ্ধ হবে। কাজেই জাতির অস্তিম লক্ষণে নিত্য পদটির কোন নির্বচনই গ্রহণযোগ্য 
নয়। অদ্বৈতমতে ব্রহ্ম নিত্য হলেও জাতি নিত্য হবে STE SCM কোনপ্রকার ধর্ম না থাকায় 
উহা নিত্যত্ব ধর্মেরও অধিকরণ হয় না। 

চিৎসুখ শিবাদিত্য মিশ্রের সামান্যের লক্ষণটি উদ্ধৃত করে খন্ডন করেছেন। 
শিবাদিত্যের মতে ING ও আত্মত্ব জাতি থেকে অতিরিক্ত নিত্য পদার্থে যা সমবেত 
ও সত্তার অনাশ্রয় তা সামান্য PY সত্তার অনাশ্রয়'কে সামান্য বললে অভাব এবং সমবায়ে 
সামান্য লক্ষণের অতিব্যাপ্তি হয়। এইজন্য লক্ষণে “সমবেত” পদটি প্রদত্ত হয়েছে। সত্তার 
আশ্রয় নয় অথচ যা সমবেত তাকে সামান্য বললে অস্ত্যবিশেষে সামান্য লক্ষণের 
অতিপ্রসঙ্গ হয়। এই অতিব্যাপ্তিবারণের জন্যই “নিত্যমাত্রসমবেতভিন্ন* পদটি প্রযুক্ত 
হয়েছে। এরূপ লক্ষণ স্বীকার করলেও আত্মত্ব ও WHY জাতিতে লক্ষণের অব্যাপ্তি ঘটে। 
AKT আপত্তি বারণের জন্য লক্ষণে “আত্মত্ব মনস্তাতিরিক্ত” পদটি সংযোজিত 
হয়েছে। সুতরাং আত্মত্ব ও মনস্ব থেকে ভিন্ন নিত্যমাত্র সমবেত হবে না এরূপ সত্তার 
অনাশ্রয় সমবেতকেই সামান্যের লক্ষণ বলতে হবে-_ ইহাই শিবাদিত্যের অভিমত। 
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চিৎসুখ শিবাদিত্যের সম্মত এই লক্ষণটি পরিহার করেছেন। আত্মত্ব ও মনস্ত্ব জাতি 
জাতির সামান্য লক্ষণকে অপেক্ষা করে। লক্ষণের পূর্বে জাতি সিদ্ধ না থাকায় আত্মত্ব 
ও TTY জাতি বিশেষ অসিদ্ধ হবে। সামান্যত জাতির জ্ঞান না থাকলে TAY ও আত্মত্ব 
জাতিবিশেষের জ্ঞান উপপন্ন হবে না। বস্তুত সামান্যের লক্ষণ সামান্যঘটিত হওয়ায় 
উহা আত্মাশ্রয় দোষে দুষ্ট। চিৎসুখ আরও বলেছেন যে, জাতিমাত্রের লক্ষণ সিদ্ধি হলেই 
সত্তা, আত্মত্ব, wry প্রভৃতি জাতি সিদ্ধ হয়। আবার সত্তা প্রভৃতি সিদ্ধ হলে আত্মত্ব, 
TTY থেকে অতিরিক্ত এবং সত্তার আশ্রয় এই ক'টি লক্ষণের ঘটক উপপন্ন হবে। সুতরাং 
সামান্যের সিদ্ধি সত্তা, আত্মত্ব ও মনস্ব সিদ্ধির ওপর এবং সত্তা, আত্মত্ব ও মনস্ত্বের 
সিদ্ধি সামান্যের সিদ্ধির ওপর নির্ভরশীল হওয়ায় অন্যোন্যাশ্রয় দোষ অনিবার্য হবে।১৯ 
এইভাবে চিৎসুখ তত্তবপ্রদীপিকা গ্রন্থে জাতির সম্ভাব্য সকল প্রকার লক্ষণ খন্ডন করেছেন। 
জাতির কোন লক্ষণই সম্ভব না হওয়ায় এ বিষয়ে প্রমাণ খণ্ডনের কোন প্রয়োজনীয়তা 
চিৎসুখাচার্য উপলব্ধি করেন নি। চিৎসুখকে অনুসরণ করে মধুসূদন সরস্বতী তার 
BCS গ্রন্থে সামান্যের লক্ষণ খন্ডন করেছেন। এইভাবে অদ্বৈতবেদাস্তের প্রধান 
প্রধান আচার্ষগণ সামান্যের লক্ষণ খন্ডন করেই ক্ষান্ত হয়েছেন। 

ধর্মরাজ wade বেদান্ত পরিভাষা গ্রন্থে জাতি খন্ডন করেছেন। ভার মতে 
জাতি ও উপাধি এই দুটি পরিভাষা মাত্র। জাতি বা উপাধি কোন প্রমাণের দ্বারাই সিদ্ধ 
হয় না। এইজন্য ধর্মরাজ জাতিকে অগ্রামাণিক বলেছেন।২০ জাঁতিবাদী এখানে বলতে 
পারেন যে, সবিকল্পক প্রত্যক্ষ প্রমাণের দ্বারাই জাতিসিদ্ধ হয়! যে জ্ঞানে বিশেষ্য, বিশেষণ 
ও তার সম্বন্ধ বিষয়রূপে ভাসমান হয় তাকে সবিকল্পক জ্ঞান বলে। যেমন “অয়ং ঘটঃ’ 
এই সবিকল্পক জ্ঞানে বিশেষণরূপে ঘটত্ব জাতি প্রতীয়মান হয়। এইজন্য জাতিবাদী 
সকল সবিকল্পক জ্ঞানে কেবলমাত্র জাতি বিশেষণরূপে ভাসমান হয় না। বস্তুতঃ 
সবিকল্পক জ্ঞানের দ্বারা বিশেষ্য বিশেষণমাত্র সিদ্ধ হয়। কিন্তু এ বিশেষণ যে সর্বত্র জাতি 
হবে-একথা বলা যায় না। যেহেতু জাতিভিন্ন পদার্থও বিশেষণ হয়ে থাকে। অনুগত 
প্রতীতির অনুরোধে বিশেষ্যে যে অনুগত ধর্ম সিদ্ধ হয়, এ অনুগত ধর্ম জাতি হবে 
এরূপ বলা সংগত হবে না। সুতরাং অনুগত প্রতীতির দ্বারা অনুগত ধর্ম সিদ্ধ হয়, জাতি 
নয়।২১ 

জাতিবাদীরা বলতে পারেন, সবিকল্পক জ্ঞানের দ্বারা জাতি সিদ্ধ না হলেও অনুমান 
প্রমাণের দ্বারা জাতি উপপাদন করা DUST | অনুগত প্রতীতির দ্বারা অনুগত ধর্ম সিদ্ধ হলে 
“অঙ্গুলিকত্বাদিকং জাতিঃ উপাধিভিন্নত্বে সতি সামান্যধর্মত্বাৎ”--এই অনুমান প্রমাণের 
অঙ্গুলিত্বাদির জাতিত্ব সিদ্ধ হয় না। এখানে সাধ্য হল জাতিত্ব। জাতিবাদীর মতে জাতিত্ব 
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বলতে নিত্যত্ব-সমানাধিকরণ--অনেকসমবেতত্বকে বোঝায়। Re অদ্বৈতমতে qui 
ব্যতীত কোন নিত্যবস্ত নেই। সুতরাং সমবায়ও CHS | কাজেই অদবৈতবেদান্তে জাতিত্বরূপ 
সাধ্যটি অপ্রসিদ্ধ হবে। এইভাবে ধর্মরাজ জাতির সাধক অনুমান প্রমাণের হেতুতে 
সাধ্যাপ্রসিদ্ধি দোষ দেখিয়েছেন। যে অনুমিতিস্থলে সাধ্যের প্রসিদ্ধি থাকে না, এঁ স্থলে 
হেতুর সাথে সাধ্যের ব্যাপ্তিজ্ঞান সম্ভবপর না হওয়ায় হেতুটি সাধ্যাপ্রসিদ্ধি দোষে দুষ্ট 
হয়।২২ এইস্থলে “শিখামণি”__টীকাকার জাতিসাধক আরেকটি অনুমান উদ্ভাবন করে 
খন্ডন করেছেন। অনুমানটির আকার হল-_ঘটত্ব প্রভৃতি জাতি, যেহেতু উহাতে উপাধি 
ভিন্ন সামান্যধর্মত্ব আছে, যেমন AS? শিখামণিকারের মতে এই অনুমানটি সাধ্যা- 
প্রসিদ্ধি দোষে দুষ্ট। কারণ জাতিবাদী প্রদত্ত নিত্য, এক ও অনেকসমবেতত্ব রূপ জাতির 
লক্ষণ অপ্রসিদ্ধ। কাজেই এঁ অপ্রসিদ্ধ সাধ্যের ব্যাপ্য হেতুর Ble সম্ভব নয়। সুতরাং 
উহার দ্বারা জাতিত্বের অনুমান সম্ভাবিত নয়।২৪ এইভাবে ধর্মরাজ ও তার পুত্র রামকৃষ্ণ 
জাতির সাধক অনুমানে “সাধ্যাপ্রসিদ্ধি” দোষ উদ্ভাবন করেছেন। 

এখানে প্রশ্ন হতে পারে যে, নিত্যত্বাদি ঘটিত জাতিত্ব প্রসিদ্ধ না হলেও উহার ঘটক 
নিত্যত্ব। একত্ব ও অনেকসমবেতত্ব আকাশ, ঘট প্রভৃতিতে প্রসিদ্ধ। আকাশ নিত্য ও 
এক এবং ঘটাদি বস্তু কপাল-কপালিকা প্রভৃতি অনেকে সমবেত। কাজেই বাদীগণ ঘটত্ব 
নিত্য, ঘটত্ব অনিত্য এরূপ বিপ্রতিপত্তি প্রদর্শন করার জন্য ঘটত্ব নিত্য কিনা এরূপ সংশয় 
করেন। এরূপ সংশয়ের পর অনিত্যত্ব বিশিষ্ট ঘটত্ব এক কিনা এরূপ সংশয় হতে পারে। 
এই আপত্তির উত্তরে শিখামণিকার বলেছেন, জাতিবাদীপ্রদত্ত জাতির লক্ষণে নিত্যত্ব 
ও একত্ব প্রসিদ্ধ হলেও অদ্বৈতমতে সমবায় অপ্রামাণিক বলে সমবায় ঘটিত সাধ্যটি 
অপ্রসিদ্ধ হওয়ায় সাধ্যাপ্রসিদ্ধি দোষ অনিবার্য হবে।২৫ 

অদ্বৈতবেদাস্তীগণ সমবায় নামক কোন নিত্য সম্বন্ধ স্বীকার করেন না। আচার্য শঙ্কর 
“সমবায়াভ্যুপগমাচ্চ সাম্যাদনবস্থিতে১২৬ এই ব্ৰহ্মসূত্রের ভাষ্যে পরমাণুকারণবাদ খণ্ডন 
প্রসঙ্গে বৈশেষিকগণের সম্মত সমবায় সম্বন্ধ খণ্ডন করেছেন। বৈশেষিকমতে দুটি 
পরমাণু অত্যন্ত ভিন্ন হওয়ায় তাদের মধ্যে সমবায় নামক এক অভেদ সম্বন্ধ স্বীকৃত 
হয়েছে। শঙ্কর বলেন, দুটি সমবায়ী পরস্পর ভিন্ন হওয়ায় যদি তাদের মধ্যে সমবায় 
সম্বন্ধ স্বীকৃত হয়, তাহলে একটি সমবায়ী ও সমবায় সম্বন্ধ পরস্পর ভিন্ন হওয়ায় উহাদের 
থেকে ভিন্ন হওয়ায় উহাদের মধ্যে আরেকটি সমবায় সম্বন্ধ স্বীকার করতে হবে এইভাবে 
অনবস্থা প্রসঙ্গ হয়।২৭ এই কারণে অদ্বৈতবেদাস্তীগণ সমবায় সম্বন্ধ পরিহার করেছেন। 
এজন্য ধর্মরাজ তার বেদান্তপরিভাষা গ্রন্থে বলেছেন, অদ্বৈত সিদ্ধান্তে সমবায় N- 
প্রামাণিক হওয়ায় এবং ব্রহ্মাভিন্ন যাবতীয় বস্তু অনিত্য হওয়ায় নিত্যত্ব-সমবেতত্বঘটিত 
জাতির লক্ষণ অপ্রসিদ্ধ। 
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পূর্বোক্ত আলোচনা হতে পরিস্ফুট হয় যে, অদ্বৈতবেদাস্তের আচার্যগণ জাতি খণ্ডন 
করলেও সামান্য খণ্ডন করেননি। জাতিবাদী ভাষ্যকার প্রশত্তদেব ও ভাষ্যকার বাৎস্যায়ন 
সামান্য ও জাতির মধ্যে ভেদ স্বীকার করেছেন। জাতি হল অনুবৃত্ত ও ব্যাবৃত্ত ধর্ম। কেবল 
অনুবৃত্ত ও ব্যাবৃত্ত ধর্ম। কেবল অনুবৃত্ত ধর্মকে সামান্য বলে। অদ্বৈতসিদ্ধি প্ৰস্থে মধুসুদন 
সরস্বতী জাতি খণ্ডন করলেও সামান্য স্বীকার করেছেন। অদ্বৈত মতে সামান্য বলতে 
সকল পদার্থে অনুগত সত্তাকে বোঝায়। এক সম্তাসামান্যের দ্বারা সকলপ্রকার অনুগত 
ধারণা ব্যাখ্যা করা সম্ভব। সত্তা সামান্যই একমাত্র সত্য বস্তু। ঘট, পট প্রভৃতি যাবতীয় 
বস্তু “এটি সৎ’, “এটি সৎ’ এভাবে জ্ঞানের বিষয় হয়ে থাকে। যা অনুবৃত্ত হয় তাই সৎ 
এবং যা BIS হয় তাই মিথ্যা। যেমন রজ্জুসর্প স্থলে ব্যাবহারিক দৃষ্টিতে রজ্জু ভ্রমের 
পূর্বে, ভ্রমকালে ও পরেও থাকে। এজন্য ইহা ব্যাবহারিক সত্য বস্তু | কিন্তু বাধক জ্ঞানের 
দ্বারা সর্পটি বাধিত হয় বলে তা মিথ্যা। অনুরূপভাবে “ঘট আছে", “পট আছে’ প্রভৃতি 
সকল প্রতীতিতে যে অস্থিত্বের অনুবৃত্তি জ্ঞান হয় তাই সত্য বস্তু। সুতরাং একটি 
সত্তাসামান্যের মাধ্যমে সকল অনুগত ব্যবহার উপপন্ন হয় বলে বেদাস্তীগণ 
সত্তাসামান্য থেকে অতিরিক্ত ব্যপ্রকত্বাবচ্ছিন গোত্বাদি জাতি স্বীকার করেন না। 
অদ্বৈতসিদ্ধিকার বলেন, ব্যক্তিবিশেষ যেমন অননুগত কিংবা অনুগত সান্নাদি বিশিষ্টের 
ব্যঞ্জক হয়, তেমনই সন্তাসামান্য ব্যক্তিবিশেষের ছারা বিশিষ্ট হয়ে সেই সেই ব্যবহারের 
জনক হয়ে থাকে।* 

এখানে বিশেষভাবে প্রণিধান করার বিষয় যে, অছ্বৈতবেদাস্তীগণ সামান্য বলতে 
TAA সতস্বরূপতাকেই বুঝিয়ে থাকেন। এই দৃষ্টিতে বিবেচনা করলে বোঝা যায় যে, 
অদ্বৈতবেদাস্তীরা সামান্যকেই চরম সত্য বস্তু বলেন। নাম-রূপাত্মক এই জগৎ সংস্বরূপ 
চরম সত্য বস্তু থেকে উৎপন্ন হয়, তাকে অবলম্বন করে অবস্থান করে ও জ্ঞানের 
বিষয় হয় এবং পরিশেষে উহাতে বিলীন হয়। সুতরাং অদ্বৈতবেদাস্তে জাতি খণ্ডিত 
হলেও সামান্য খণ্ডিত হয়নি। অদ্বৈতবেদাস্তী সামান্য স্বীকার করেন না- একথা বললে 
অপসিদ্ধান্ত হবে। 


পাদটাকা 

১. কিমিদং সামান্যম্ঃ কিমনুবৃত্প্রত্যয়কারণম্? উক্তানুবৃত্প্রত্যয়প্রমাণকম্‌? অথবানুবৃত্ত- 
we আহোস্বিন্নিত্যত্বে সত্যনুবৃত্তত্বম? অথবা নিত্যমেকমনেকসমবেতত্বম্‌?-_ 
তত্বপ্রদদীপিকী, ২য় পরিচ্ছেদ, পৃ. ৪৮৬ ২-৪, চৌখাম্বা সংস্কৃত সংস্থান, কাশী সং সি 
নং-২৪২, বারাণসী, ১৯৮৭ 

২. ইদং চাসাধারণসাধারণকারণবিবক্ষয়োষথাযথমুত্তরম্। ন চ বিষয়তয়া কারণমিতি 
বিশেষণীয়ম, গৌরিতি বিশিষ্টব্যবহারে ব্যক্তেরপি তথাত্বাপাতাত। — এ, 
নয়নপ্রসাদিনী, *| ২৪২ ১৭-১৮ 
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9, 


8. 


>>. 


১৭, 


ob. 


ন তাবদাদ্যঃ, সামগ্র্যাং তদেকদেশেষু চাতিব্যাপ্তেঃ, তেষামপি তৎ্প্রত্যয়কারণত্বাৎ। 
_ তত্বপ্রদীপিকা, পৃ ৪৮৬ ৭-৮, এ 

যথানুবৃততপ্রত্যয়ঃ কারণতয়া সামান্যমনুমাপয়তি এবং সামগ্রীং তদেকদেশাংশ্চেতি 
তত্রাতিব্যাপ্তিরিত্যর্থঃ। —£, নয়নপ্রসাদিনী, পৃ ২৪২ ১৯-২০ 


. নাপি দ্বিতীয়ঃ অনুবৃততপ্রত্যয়স্য স্বকারণানুমাপকতয়া কারণস্যাপি তত্প্রমাণকত্বাদতি- 


ব্যাপ্তেঃ। -তত্প্রদীপিকা, পৃ ৪৮৬ ৮-৯ 


. অনেকবৃত্তিহ্নুবৃত্তিঃ, সা চ সংযোগবিভাগ্িত্বাদিত্বপ্যত্তীতি তেম্বতিব্যাপ্তিরিত্যর্থঃ। 


—2&, নয়নপ্রসাদিনী, পৃ ৪৮৬-৪৮৭ ১০-১১ 


. নাপি চতুর্থঃ নিত্যে্নেকার্থবৃত্তিষু পরমাণুষু ব্যভিচারাৎ। --তত্বপ্রদীপিকা, পৃ ৪৮৭ 


১-২ 


. সমবায়েহপ্যতিব্যাপ্তিঃ। অসম্বন্ধত্ববিশেষণেপি পূর্বমুত্তরম্‌। age পঞ্চমস্তথা চ 


নাতিব্যাপ্তিঃ! _-এ, নয়নপ্রসাদিনী, পৃ ৪৮৭ ৯-১০ 


. নিত্যমনেকবৃত্তি সামান্যমিতি সামান্যলক্ষণং সূচিতং ভবতি। -_কিরণাবলী, প্রথম খন্ড, 


পৃ ২২১ ১৫-১৬, গৌরীনাথ শাস্ত্রী সম্পাদিত, পশ্চিমবঙ্গ রাজ্য পুস্তক পর্যদ, কলিকাতা 


১৯৯০ 


. ন প্রথমঃ, গুণকর্মবৃত্তিসামান্যেস্বব্যাপ্তের, অদ্রব্যত্বেন গুণকর্মণোঃ সংখ্যানধষিকরণত্বাৎ। 


— তত্বপ্রদীপিকা, পৃ ৪৮৭ ৫-৬ 
নাপি দ্বিতীয়ঃ, atata পরমাণুরূপৈশ্চ ব্যভিচারাৎ তেষামপি যত্কিঞ্চিদা- 
শরয়প্রতিযোগিকান্যোহন্যাভাববসমবেতত্বাৎ। --এ, পৃ ৪৮৭-৪৮৮ ১৩-১৪ 


. ন তৃতীয়ঃ; স্বশব্দেন জাতি বিবক্ষায়াত্মাশয়তপ্রসঙ্গাৎ। _এ পৃ ৪৮৮ ২-৩ 
. POR চ স্বপ্রচ্যুত্যনুপলক্ষিত সত্তাযোগিত্বম্‌? প্রধবংসপ্রতিযোগিত্বানধিকরণত্বং বা? 


স্বপ্রধবংসপ্রতিযোগিত্বানধিকরণত্বং বা? _এ, পৃ ৪৮৮ ৩-৫ 
স্বপ্রচ্যুতীতিবিশেষণে চাত্মাশয়ত্বমিত্যপি দ্রষ্টব্যম্‌। --এ, নয়নপ্রসাদিনী, পূ ৪৮৮ ১৭ 


. Grates! A, পৃ ৪৮৮ ১৪ 
. নাদ্যঃ, জাতেধ্বংসোহন্য ইত্যত্র জাতেরপি ধ্বংসনিরূপকত্বাৎ। -_ততৃপ্রদীপিকা, পৃ 


৪৮৮ bi 

যদ্যপি কপালে সামানাধিকরণ্যমস্তি, তথাপি তস্তাদিরূপপৃথিব্যাদৌ তদভাবাদ 
সমানাধিকরণত্বানধিকরণত্বং নাস্তীত্যর্থঃ। _-এ, নয়নপ্রসাদিনী, পূ ৪৮৯ ৯-১১ 
ভাবত্বে সতি বিশেষসমবায়েতরনিঃসামান্যং সামান্যম্‌ ইতি | _-সপ্তপদার্থী, মিতভাধিণী 
টীকা, পৃ ৫০ ২২-২৩, অমরেন্দ্রমোহন তর্কতীর্থ সম্পাদিত, কলিকাতা সং সিরিজ, 
কলিকাতা ১৯৩৪ 


83 


55. 


২০, 


২১, 


জাতেরদ্যাপ্যসিদ্ধেশ্চ সত্তাদেরপ্যসিদ্ধিতঃ। 
তদনাশ্রয়তান্যতুলক্ষণেহন্যোহন্যসংশ্রয়ঃ।। 

_তত্ৃপ্রদীপিকা, পূ ৪৬১ ৩-৪ 

জাতিত্বোপাধিত্ব-পরিভাষায়াঃ সকলপ্রমাণাগোচরতয়াহপ্রামাণিকত্বাৎ। — বেদাস্ত- 
পরিভাষা, প্রত্যক্ষপরিচ্ছেদ, পৃ 88 ১ 

ঘটোহয়মিত্যাদি প্রত্যক্ষং হি ঘটত্বাদি - সত্তাবে মানম্‌, ন তু তস্য জাতিত্বেহপি। — 


- এ, পৃ 88 ২-৩ 


AA. 
২৩. 


২৪. 


২৫. 


২৬, 


২৭. 


3v. 


জাতিত্বরূপসাধ্যাপ্রসিদ্ধৌ তৎসাধকানুমানস্যাপ্যনবকাশাৎ। d, পৃ 88 ৫-৬ 
ঘটত্বাদিকং জাতিঃ উপাধিভিন্নসামান্যধর্মত্বাৎ সত্তাবৎ। —2, শিখামণি, পৃ ৭০ ১০-১১, 
গোবিন্দ সিংহ সম্পাদিত, বোম্বে ১৯৬৮ 
ন তজ্জাতিত্বে মানং নিত্যৈকানেক সমবেতত্ব লক্ষণজাতিত্বাপ্রসিদ্ধো তমিরূপিত 
ব্যাপ্তাদিজ্ঞানাভাবেন তৎসাধকানুমানাযোগাৎ।__ d, পৃ ৭০ ১১-১৩ 
নিতাত্ৈকত্বপ্রসিদ্ধাবপি সমবায়স্যাপ্রামাণিকত্বেন তদ্ঘটিতসাধ্যাপ্রসিদ্ধেঃ। এ, পৃ ৭০ 
১৯-২০ 
TAA ২/২/১৩ 
এবং সমবায়েহপি অত্যন্তভিন্নঃ সন্‌ সমবায়লক্ষণেনান্যেনৈব সম্বধেন সমবায়িভিঃ 
সম্বয্যেত অত্যন্তভেদসাম্যাৎ। ততশ্চ তস্য তস্যান্যোন্যঃ AIR কল্পয়িতব্য ইত্যনবস্থৈব 
প্রসজ্যেত। — এ, শঙ্করভাষ্য পৃ. ৫১১ ৭-৯, অনস্তকৃষ্ণশাসত্রী সম্পাদিত, বোম্বে ১৯৩৮ 
সত্সসামান্যাতিরিক্তগোত্বাদিসামান্যানভ্যুপগমাৎ, গোত্বাদ্যভ্যুপেগমেপি গোত্বাদি- 
ব্যঞ্রকত্বাবচ্ছেদকসামান্যানভ্যুপগমাৎ ব্যক্জিবিশেষণমেবাননুগতানাং ARNG- 
দ্যুপাধ্যনুগতানাং বা তদ্ব্ঞ্রকত্ববৎ ব্যক্তিবিশেষবিশিষ্টত্বেন সত্তাসামান্যস্যেব 
তদ্তদ্ব্যবহারব্যপ্রকত্বোপপত্তেঃ। — অদ্বৈতসিদ্ধি, পৃ ৩১৬ ৮-১১, অনস্তকৃষ্ণশাস্ত্ী 
সম্পাদিত, নির্ণয়সাগর প্রেস, বোন্বে ১৯৩৭. 


গ্ৰন্থপঞ্জী 
১) অধ্বরি রামকৃষ্ণ শিখামণি, গোবিন্দ সিংহ সম্পাদিত, শ্রী বেঙ্কটেশ্বর প্রেস, বোম্বে 


১৮৩৩ শকাব্দ 


২) অধবরীন্দ্র ধর্মরাজ, বেদান্ত পরিভাষা, পঞ্চানন ভট্টাচার্য সম্পাদিত, কলিকাতা, ১৯৭৭ 


বঙ্গাব্দ; গোবিন্দ সিংহ সম্পাদিত, শ্রীবেষ্কটেশ্বর প্রেস, মুম্বাই ১৮৩৩ শকাব্দ 


৩) উদয়নাচার্য, কিরণাবলী, গৌরীনাথ শাস্ত্রী সম্পাদিত, পশ্চিমবঙ্গ রাজ্য পুস্তক পর্যদ, 


কলিকাতা ১৯৯০ 


8) চিৎসুখাচার্য, প্রত্যক্তত্প্রদীপিকা, চৌখাম্বা সংস্কৃত সংস্থান, কাশী সংস্কৃত সিরিজ, নং 


২৪২, বারাণসী ১৯৮৭ 
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৫) 
৬) 


৭) 


৮ 


সপ 


৯) 


বাদরায়ণ, ব্রহ্মাসূত্র, অনস্তকৃষ্ণ শাস্ত্রী সম্পাদিত, নির্ণয়সাগর প্রেস, বোম্বে ১৯৩৮ 
ব্ৰহ্মানন্দ, লঘুচন্দ্রিকা, অনস্তকৃষ্ণ শাস্ত্রী সম্পাদিত, নির্ণয়সাগর প্রেস, বোম্বে ১৯৩৭ 
শংকর, ব্রহ্গসূত্র--শঙ্করভাষ্য, অনস্তকৃষ্ণ শাস্ত্রী সম্পাদিত, নির্ণয়সাগর প্রেস, বোম্বে 
১৯৩৮ 

শিবাদিত্য, সপ্তপদার্থী, নরেন্দ্র চন্দ্র ভট্টাচার্য সম্পাদিত, মেট্রোপলিটন সং, কলিকাতা 
১৯৩৪ 


১৯৩৭ 
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